
P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

P
D

F
 p

ro
ce

ss
ed

 w
ith

 C
ut

eP
D

F
 e

va
lu

at
io

n 
ed

iti
on

w
w

w
.C

ut
eP

D
F

.c
om

http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com
http://www.cutepdf.com






SIG Form 2–Collaborative Signatures (page 1 of 2) 
 

Collaborative Signatures: The SIG program is to be designed, implemented, and 
sustained through a collaborative organizational structure that may include students, 
parents, representatives of participating LEAs and school sites, the local governing 
board, and private and/or public external technical assistance and support providers. 
Each member should indicate whether they support the intent of this application.  
 
The appropriate administrator and representatives for the District and School Advisory 
Committees, School Site Council, the district or school English Learner Advisory 
Council, collective bargaining unit, parent group, and any other appropriate stakeholder 
group of each school to be funded are to indicate here whether they support this sub-
grant application. Only schools meeting eligibility requirements described in this RFA 
may be funded. (Attach as many sheets as necessary.) 
 

 
 

Name and 
Signature 

Title Organization/ 

School 

Support 
Yes/No 

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 

 

   

 
 

 

SIG Form 2, Collaborative Signatures, has been removed due to 
privacy concerns. Each school’s SIG Form 2 is on file with the CDE.  
See the CDE’s Public Access Web page at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/lr/cl/pa.asp  for information about obtaining 
access to these forms.  





SIG Form 3–Narrative Response 
 
Respond to the elements below. Use 12 point Arial font and one inch margins. When 
responding to the narrative elements, LEAs should provide a thorough response that 
addresses all components of each element. Refer to Application Requirements, B. 
Narrative Response Requirements on page 18 of this RFA, and the SIG Rubric, 
Appendix A. 

  
i. Needs Analysis 

Response: 
 
LEA level procedures,  assessment instruments and personnel: 
Fontana Unified School District was identified as a Program Improvement LEA, Year 1 in September 
2008 based on data from the 2005-06 and 2007-08 school years.  After a thorough review of the 
data it was resubmitted for review and the SEA determined that the district had in fact made AYP for 
the 2005-2006 and 2006-2007 school year.  The primary factor leading to the initial identification for 
Program Improvement was lower-than-required graduation rates in the AYP calculation. The most 
recent identification as a Program Improvement district, however, came after students with 
disabilities and English Language Learners in English Language Arts did not meet their AYP 
thresholds.  
 
For the 2007-2008 school year, district leadership in Fontana Unified School District contracted with 
Total School Solutions to provide an external entity to help assess the district’s needs and to provide 
technical support services. Together, the district and TSS planned and implemented a process to 
conduct fact-finding, surveys, interviews, and to review student data to determine the areas of 
greatest need. They identified the most egregious flaws in the current LEA plan in an attempt to 
provide the revisions necessary to address the needs of all students and to ensure achievement at 
all levels and for all student sub-groups. Upon reviewing the most current student achievement data, 
district leadership determined that for 2008-2009 school year, the previous work should be reviewed, 
updated and adapted with representatives from stakeholder groups. Activities for fact-finding in 
support of this LEA Plan Addendum included: 

 Convened a broadly representative District-School Liaison Team (DSLT) to conduct thorough 
fact-finding through the District Assistance Survey instrument (DAS) (Attachment i.1) and 
review of data. 

 All Principals reviewed the DAS by school level and discussed the level of implementation.  
They also identified roadblocks that made it difficult to follow the Essential Program 
Components (EPC) with fidelity. 

 Reviewed of the existing LEA Plan to determine the shortcomings that have contributed to the 
failure to make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) as a district. 

 Conducted English Learner Subgroup Self Assessment (Attachment i.2) with the Coordinator 
of English Learner Services and staff and reviewed disaggregated data of student 
performance as well as a review of the instructional and support services being provided to 
English Learners with focus on AMAOs and performance objectives. 

 Conducted a Special Education Evaluation and Annual Performance Review (Attachment i.3) 
self study with broad representation of SELPA staff, teachers, administrators, and families in 
an effort to effectively review the implementation of the SELPA plan and services to students 



with disabilities, and to identify actions for improvement. 
 Site administrators were trained in conducting Academic Program Surveys (APS) (Attachment 

i.4) at their respective school sites.  As a number of sites have been in Program Improvement, 
many had recently completed the APS in which case those sites submitted a revised APS to 
the district for review.  School sites that had not completed an APS within the last 12 months 
conducted the APS anew, and submitted those APS results to the district.  District staff 
compiled the results for use with this LEA Plan Addendum. 

 Met with a broadly representative committee of families to respond to the Family and 
Community portion of the DAS and compared family responses to the responses of the DSLT 
to find differences. 

 Worked with the DSLT to compile findings and construct the LEA Plan Addendum for 
approval by the Fontana Unified School District Board of Trustees and to prepare for 
submission to the State Board of Education. 

 
Site level procedures, assessment instruments and personnel: Fontana A.B. Miller High School.  

 The APS (Attachment i.5) survey was explained and reviewed with the leadership team in the 
fall of 2009.  This exercise was conducted in an effort to prepare the leadership team to assist 
the other department members to complete the survey.  During pre-scheduled department 
meetings, the leadership team communicated the findings, instructions, and importance of the 
APS to the respective departments.  Teachers received the survey and were given two weeks 
to complete it.  The results were tabulated and discussed with the SIG committee, School Site 
Council, ELAC, Leadership team, and during schoolwide staff meetings. 

 Fontana A. B. Miller High School (MHS) went through a full six year WASC self study during 
the 2008-2009 school year and continuing through the fall of 2009.  WASC granted a one 
year extension of accreditation in the fall of 2008 as a result of no permanent principal in 
place at A.B. Miller High School.  Student performance data (CST, CAHSEE, CELDT, and 
local benchmark assessments) was disseminated, reviewed, and analyzed in preparation for 
the WASC self study visit.  All stakeholders (parents, teachers, counselors, District level staff, 
and administrators) were part of home groups and focus groups in which the data was 
reviewed and analyzed.  Moreover, student performance data was reviewed during 
stakeholder meetings with staff, departments, School Site Council, ELAC, Leadership team, 
and student advisory council. 

 Fontana A. B. Miller High School went through a full WASC review and site visit in February 
2010.  A committee of eight outside administrators and teachers from Southern California 
reviewed the gathered evidence through focus group meetings, classroom observations, self-
study report, parent meeting, ASB and ad hoc student meetings, and site leadership team 
meetings.  WASC committee findings regarding student performance, teacher effectiveness, 
program rigor, and school culture were reviewed with all stake holders in staff meetings, 
department meetings, Principal/WASC committee, School Site Council, ELAC, Leadership 
team, and student advisory council. 

 Fontana A. B. Miller High School administrators met with District level department heads in an 
effort to coordinate district resources with the SIG process.  Meetings were held with the 
Superintendent, Deputy and Associate Superintendents, Director of Certificated Human 
Resources, Director of SELPA, Director of Secondary Instruction, Director of Categorical 
Programs, Director of Staff Development, Coordinator of English Learner Services, 
Coordinator of Enrollment Center, Fontana Teachers Association Leadership, and Director of 



Food Services.  The purpose of these meetings served to educate all District level 
stakeholders in the requirements, implementation, and coordination of the SIG grant.  During 
these meetings, an emphasis was placed on how services already provided by these 
departments will supplement the School Improvement Grant.  Moreover, school 
administrators and district personnel outlined new services specifically designed to assist in 
the implementation of the grant and the sustainability of these services once the grant period 
is over. 

 Fontana A. B. Miller High School is currently the only school in the district designated as a 
persistently low-achieving school.  For this reason, the district focused on obtaining input and 
analyzing the data with MHS stakeholders during the selection of the intervention model.  The 
input from stakeholders was taken through formal meetings held at the school site as well as 
the District office. 

 April 5: School Site Council was informed of the placement on the persistently low-
achieving schools list.  The four models of intervention were presented to the 
committee.  Input was sought by committee members and others in attendance. 

 April 6: “Coffee with the Principal” which was previously scheduled for parents and 
community members to meet informally with the principal in both English and 
Spanish; again presented the four models of intervention for parent input. 

 April 6: ELAC committee was informed of the placement on the persistently low-
achieving schools list.  The four models of intervention were presented to the 
committee.  Input was sought by committee members and others in attendance. 

 April 7: Superintendent addresses staff regarding the low-achieving schools 
designation. 

 April 12: School site creates School Improvement Grant (SIG) committee and 
conducts its first meeting. 

 April 12: Community meeting held at MHS and conducted by school site 
administration. (Attachment i.6) 

 April 13: Community meeting held at MHS and conducted by Superintendent. 
 April 14-May 10: SIG Committee meets as a whole and in work groups; reference 

narrative xi Consultation with Relevant Stakeholders. 
 April 21: Public hearing during board meeting and board approval for Transformation 

model. 
 May 5-6: Fontana Teachers Association conducted a vote of the MHS Certificated 

staff seeking approval of both the Transformation Model and an extended seventh 
period day.  The certificated staff voted to extend their work day to a seventh period 
day with 89% approval of the plan. 

 May 5:  Plan presented to the Superintendent’s advisory council.  Council consists of 
parent and staff representatives from each of the forty-four schools in the Fontana 
Unified School District. 

 May 11: A.B. MHS Transformation model as proposed by the school site and SIG 
Committee submitted to the LEA. 

 May 19: Application, MOUs, and plan submitted for board approval. 
 
 
 
 



I. Discrete and specific findings: 
 
District level findings 
Fontana Unified School District became a Program Improvement LEA primarily on account of an 
insufficient graduation rate of 70% since 82.9%—or growth in the rate by 0.1% or 0.2% averaged 
over two years as required under NCLB legislation for 2006-2007 to avoid classification as PI.  
Additionally, performance among students with disabilities (those who did not make AYP in 
English/Language Arts in 2006-2007) remains a concern, and because Title III AMAOs were not met 
in 2003-2004 and 2004-2005 (AMAOs 2 and 3), the performance of, and services aimed at, English 
Learners is another primary area of focus.   
 
Throughout the process, the primary considerations were the factors that placed the Fontana Unified 
School District into LEA Program Improvement status. All involved viewed the LEA Plan Addendum 
as the vehicle to improve student achievement at all levels within all subgroups. All parties were fully 
cognizant that ever-increasing thresholds for achievement in English/Language Arts and 
Mathematics would require sustained and accelerated efforts to assist subgroups, and at each level, 
to exit Program Improvement status.   
 
The LEA Plan Addendum was also viewed as the opportunity to address poor student achievement 
by providing thorough and effective interventions at all levels.  This was to be accomplished 
establishing new and comprehensive systems for monitoring student progress in order to effectively 
diagnose and place students who require strategic or intensive intervention, and move students 
rapidly toward proficiency and mastery of their grade level standards in English/Language Arts and 
Mathematics.  The factor most prominent in identification of the district for LEA Program 
Improvement was the graduation rate of 70.0%, below the NCLB threshold of 82.9% (or alternative 
growth measure).  While all contributors to this plan throughout the process placed great emphasis 
on this and registered great concern, it soon became apparent with deeper study that this was in fact 
symptomatic of larger and underlying conditions in the district that required comprehensive solutions, 
which is found in this addendum to the LEA Plan.  
 
From the review of the original LEA Plan, for the term of July 1, 2003-June 30, 2008, it was 
determined that the plan was unsuccessful in promoting the levels of achievement required to make 
district AYP annually for the following reasons: 

 The LEA Plan contained a wide variety of multiple programs and strategies, mostly in use at 
the time of its development, to promote student achievement. However, it lacked the 
coherence and focus sufficient to sustain efforts contained therein to continuously improve 
student achievement at all levels and among all subgroups. 

 The LEA Plan included a variety of programs and strategies that have changed over time, 
with some that are no longer in use in the district.   

 The LEA Plan was developed with an existing structure of district level support that was 
drastically reduced during the term of the plan, with major cuts to support staff that would 
have monitored and implemented the plan with school sites.  In recent months, this staffing 
structure has been restored, but only after an extended period of severe reductions of 
Instructional Services personnel that had the responsibility of the implementation of the LEA 
Plan. 
 



 The LEA Plan did not have, at its core, activities and strategies connected specifically to the 
nine Essential Program Components. 

 Overtime, the LEA Plan lost its pre-eminence as the guiding focus for reform for all schools, 
and did not have sufficient stakeholder input and knowledge of the plan’s content to drive 
efforts across the district. 

 Insufficient attention and lack of a systematic approach to dropout prevention and monitoring 
of graduation track status of students from middle school through graduation. 

 Until recently the LEA Plan was focused on the elementary level and was severely lacking in 
any secondary emphasis. 

 
Based on the process used to study the effectiveness of the current LEA Plan and district systems of 
support and delivery previously described, Fontana Unified School District has developed this LEA 
Plan addendum to address the following large scale teaching and learning needs of the district and 
specifically problems of low-achieving students: 

 Continue to build and improve a calibrated and aligned comprehensive and universal PreK-12 
system of common summative assessments for English/Language Arts and Mathematics.  
These assessments are built into pacing calendars and administered at regular six to eight 
week intervals (preferably more frequently), aligned and calibrated to content standards, 
aligned to adopted curriculum, correlated to blueprints of the STAR assessments in middle 
and secondary grades, and allied to the CAHSEE as well.  Ensure collection, analysis, and 
dissemination of results to inform instruction in all schools and at all levels, to provide data for 
monitoring, diagnostic placement, grading, intervention placement, re-teaching, and to inform 
instruction.  Over time, correlate scores with CST and CAHSEE scores to ensure reliability 
and validity of assessments. Study data to determine program effectiveness, make 
adjustments, and to determine the performance indicators that demonstrate academic risk 
(see #1).  Continuously evaluate the validity and reliability of assessments through item 
analysis to make improvements. 

 The Online Assessment Reporting System (OARS) has been implemented to facilitate 
assessment, records, and data collection and analysis in support of the systems described 
herein that disaggregates and disseminates data quickly and easily to all stakeholders. This 
system provides easy access, ease-of-use, and readability to teachers, counselors, 
administrators, and district personnel, and readily understandable in communication to 
families. 

 Involve broad representation from grades K-12 to design a seamless, single, comprehensive 
academic intervention structure to provide a fully integrated approach to student intervention 
and serve each student at every level to fully access and become proficient with grade level 
core content.  This system should be built on an intervention model, and provide for direct 
service to students requiring strategic intervention, intensive intervention, special services, 
extended day/year instruction, and/or alternative placement, using a uniform set of entrance 
and exit criteria, placement rubrics, intervention programs/curriculum, course content and 
sequence, instructional methodology, progress monitoring regimen, pacing structure, and 
assessments. Monitor student progress and emphasize rapid movement to mainstream 
placement in core content settings, with safety nets and immediate interventions where 
necessary. Continuously evaluate program effectiveness and provide all necessary training 
for teachers, counselors, and administrators in aspects most relevant to the roles of each (i.e.: 
instructional methodology for teachers; student placement and monitoring for counselors; 



master scheduling and supervising intervention programs for administrators, etc.).  Integrate 
with programs that serve special populations (i.e.: Special Education, ELD) to the degree 
appropriate for those populations.  

 Develop consistent and ongoing collaboration time at all school sites and construct staff 
groupings, train staff, and structure meeting content using a collaborative team model, led by 
the site principal and School Leadership Team, and provided with ongoing student 
performance and assessment data.  Use the process to identify students in need or at risk, to 
place students in appropriate courses and intervention programs, to monitor progress, and to 
plan instruction and evaluate effectiveness. 

 Fully implement the EL Master Plan (Attachment i.7), Board approved June 2008, with 
particular emphasis  on a uniform course sequence and course content for SEI and sheltered 
instructional environments; assessing and monitoring progress in language acquisition and 
academic achievement for all English Learners; robust and effective intervention systems and 
strategies with specific student performance indicators that trigger escalating support efforts; 
and training of instructional and support personnel with coaching to implement best practices 
in teaching and service to ELs.  Create an English Learner Support Team (ELST) to include a 
coordinator and a core academic teacher from each department. 

 Recommend that all language arts and English Language development teachers complete SB 
472 training in instructional materials and AB 430 for all administrators. Supplement this staff 
development with training in proven and scientifically-based instructional strategies for 
effective first instruction, such as standards calibration training for designing assessments 
and instruction, effective direct instruction/lesson design, checking for understanding, high 
student engagement strategies, and differentiated instruction to improve instruction 
throughout the district, meet the needs of special populations, and increase academic rigor. 

 More effectively and thoroughly engage families and community in student achievement, the 
life of the schools and district, and in decision-making and oversight roles for the schools and 
district.  Create a district outreach position to support schools to more effectively engage and 
involve their families, by facilitating training for school governance and oversight agencies, 
navigation of school systems and services, communication and outreach, and other family 
and family education initiatives.  Fully inform families of academic expectations, interventions, 
and programs for students and families; establish a minimum standard of family outreach, 
communication, and on-site events (and provide support for these efforts) for every school to 
implement annually for their communities. 

 
 
Fontana A. B. Miller High School Site Specific Data: 
 
Analyses of state-adopted standards-aligned material and interventions: 
 
 
Academic Performance Survey 
The site Academic Performance Survey further substantiated the findings of District level surveys, 
WASC accreditation, and site level discussions.  The key findings of the 2009-2010 site level 
Academic Performance Survey include:   

 Instructional Program:  The survey found that MHS uses, to a high degree, District approved 
and standards aligned textbooks and instructional materials for English Language Arts (ELA), 



English Language Development (ELD), and Mathematics.   The District has implemented 
textbook adoption procedures throughout the District and guarantees adequate instructional 
supplies are ordered.  An area of concern is the implementation of intervention programs at 
the school.  Although enough materials and support are being provided by the District, the 
school has failed to offer enough courses in the master schedule to encompass all students 
who need intensive intervention.  According to our survey, objectives 1.3 and 1.4 are only 
partially implemented. 

 Instructional time: The APS found that, through the master schedule, an adequate number of 
English Language Arts, ELD, and Mathematics courses are offered to provide services to our 
students.  The APS also found that the school in not offering an adequate number of strategic 
and/or intensive interventions in English Language Arts and Mathematics. 

 Lesson pacing guides:  The APS found that the District provides adequate California 
standards-aligned pacing guides and Benchmark assessments in English Language Arts and 
Mathematics.  The pacing guides are readily available on the District Website and Benchmark 
results are accessible through our web-based, data management system OARS. 

 Administrator instructional leadership training:  The APS found that the Administrative team 
has completed all three modules required for Tier II certification.  This includes Module I 
training which consists of 40-hour training and 40-hour practicum in the District adopted 
English Language Arts and Mathematics instructional materials.  The Administrative team will 
also be trained in any instructional materials adopted through the Transformation intervention.  
Administrators have also attended District provided on-going training throughout the year 
such as ELL master Plan, Response to Intervention, technology, Student Safety, and 
Students with Disabilities. 

 Teacher professional development opportunities:  The APS found that MHS is staffed with 
fully credentialed, highly qualified teachers that meet the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA).  The survey also found that a small number of teachers have gone 
through an intensive 40-hour training on the District adopted curriculum.  Most teachers 
attended the training over five years ago and/or attended the training when the previously 
adopted materials were in place.  

 Instructional support:  The APS found that on-going instructional assistance is only partially 
implemented at MHS.  The District provides coaches and content experts that make 
themselves available to all schools.  District level coaches have not been used since a unified 
English Language Arts and Mathematics programs have not been implemented at MHS. 

 Student monitoring: The District provides OARS, a web-based student assessment and 
monitoring system that all teachers have access to.  According to our survey, monitoring of 
students is only partially implemented due to the lack of collaboration to review student data.   
Although student benchmark assessments are input into OARS, a systematic procedure to 
analyze this data has not been implemented.  Furthermore, through the APS survey and SIG 
Committee interviews it has been discovered a majority of teachers are not familiar with the 
OARS program beyond the required district benchmark assessments in English Language 
Arts and Mathematics. 

 Collaboration: Systematic procedures and adequate time to collaborate regarding student 
data have not been implemented.  In addition training regarding effective collaboration will 
ensure efficacy.  

 Fiscal Support: The APS found that coordination of categorical and general funds to support 
our English Language Arts and Mathematics programs is needed.  This lack of coordination 



was primarily due to an absence of consistent leadership at the school level and a 
coordinated vision.  Under new administration beginning with the 2009 school year, 
coordination of funds to implement the core program has been a priority as emphasized in the 
fidelity to the SPSA.  It was discovered that in prior years planning was delegated to clerical 
staff rather than by the administrative instructional leadership; this error has been remediated. 
 

Table i.1       2009-2010 Academic Performance Survey (Average Score) 

Instructional Program 
1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 

82% 80% 69% 89% 64% 

Instructional Time 
2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 

84% 65% 73% 57% 78% 59% 60% 

Lesson Pacing Guide 
3.1 3.2 3.3 

84% 71% 84% 

Admin Training 
4.1 4.2 

67% 67% 

Teacher PD Opportunities 
5.1 5.2 5.3 

85% 68% 59% 

Instructional Support 
6.1 6.2 

64% 65% 

Student Monitoring 
7.1 7.2 

73% 64% 

Collaboration 
8.1 8.2 

65% 58% 

Fiscal Support 
9.1 9.2 

68% 67% 

 
 
Student Data 
 
California High School Exit Exam 
Fontana A. B. Miller’s CAHSEE participation rate has approximated 99% for the past several years. 
Sophomores met the required AYP benchmark for proficiency during 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 in 
both English Language Arts and Mathematics.  They however missed the mark by 10 percentage 
points during the 2008-2009 year.   Success has been noted with students passing the CAHSEE 
exam, however the proficiency level is 13% below where it should be under AYP benchmarks.  
Stakeholders believe that a systematic approach to identify and remediate students who are in 
danger of not scoring proficient on the CAHSEE needs to be implemented.  Such a program would 
consist of identifying students who have consistently scored Far Below Basic and/or Below Basic on 
the English Language Arts and/or Mathematics California Standards Test and providing them with a 
research-based intervention class within the regular school day. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
Table i.2 

 

CAHSEE Statistics 

 

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Number 
Percent of 

Total 
Population 

Number
Percent of 

Total 
Population 

Number 
Percent of 

Total 
Population 

Math 

Total 
Tested 

1486 44.0% 1367 43.2% 1254 41.7% 

Total 
Passed 

714 *48.1% 710 *51.9% 615 *49.0% 

10th 
Tested 

724 21.4% 693 21.9% 650 21.6% 

10th 
Proficient 

262 *36.2% 284 *41.0% 204 *31.4% 

ELA 

Total 
Tested 

1481 43.8% 1344 42.5% 1236 41.1% 

Total 
Passed 

692 *46.7% 721 *53.7% 608 *49.2% 

10th 
Tested 

723 21.4% 697 22.0% 655 21.8% 

10th 
Proficient 

232 *32.1% 281 *40.3% 229 *35.0% 

Total Enrolled 3,379 100% 3162 100% 3,006 100% 

*Percentage is based on the number of students who took the test and not the total student 
population. 
 
The average score for both English Language Arts and Mathematics has been just above the 
passing rate of 350 during the past three years.  This further supports the premise that students are 
passing the CASHEE with a score much lower than the 380 needed to be considered proficient 
under AYP standards.  Findings suggest that implementing a CAHSEE preparatory course will help 
in increasing the average score as well as increase the number of students who score proficient.  
These CAHSEE targeted courses must implement test taking strategies, support for the content 
standards, and include a strands-targeted curriculum to isolate the areas of remediation needed the 
most. 
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The following chart shows the level of proficiency for significant subgroups for the 2007-2008 CST 
administration by subject.   Performance data shows that students had the highest mean score in 
ELA and the lowest in Mathematics (overall and across subgroups).  Data shows that over 35% of 
the student population is Below Basic or Far Below Basic in English Language Arts; while 74% of the 
students are Below Basic or Far Below Basic in Mathematics.  This further substantiates the need 
for intervention within the school day to supplement our English Language Arts and Mathematics 
programs 
 

Table i.4      2007-2008 CST (All Students) 

 Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Advanced Proficient Basic 
Below 
Basic 

Far Below 
Basic 

ELA 2017 319 10.2% 20.6% 33.9% 21.4% 13.8% 
Mathematics 2020 276 1.3% 6.3% 18.2% 45.8% 28.3% 
Science 1971 308 2.1% 10.6% 33.9% 18.8% 34.6% 
World History 710 300 4.4% 12.1% 25.9% 20.3% 37.3% 
US History 625 307 4.8% 17.8% 30.2% 21.0% 25.8% 

Socio-Economically Disadvantaged English Learners 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1209 314 27.7% 915 303 5.4% 
Mathematics 1209 275 6.4% 918 269 1.4% 
Science 1176 306 13.6% 894 299 3.9% 
World History 422 297 15.7% 322 287 3.3% 
US History 354 304 19.9% 277 292 5.2% 

Hispanic/Latino African American 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1650 316 27.7% 150 319 32.1% 
Mathematics 1653 275 6.4% 150 268 7.4% 
Science 1612 307 13.6% 148 305 13.6% 
World History 581 298 15.7% 54 296 11.5% 
US History 497 305 19.9% 52 305 17.2% 

Students With Disabilities White 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 250 245 2.1% 156 338 41.3% 
Mathematics 250 226 1.3% 156 287 12.6% 
Science 215 270 1.2% 153 321 26.7% 
World History 65 262 5.7% 48 316 30.2% 
US History 86 270 1.1% 58 327 35.0% 

 
 



Similar trends were observed during our 2008-2009 CST administration.  Once again students had 
the highest mean score in ELA and the lowest in Mathematics (overall and across subgroups).  
There was some improvement in moving students from Below Basic and Far Below Basic to Basic in 
Mathematics; but the English Language Arts proficiency levels stayed about the same.  A minimal 
number of intervention classes were in place during this school year which affirms the lack of 
improvement in most areas. 

 
 

Table i.5        2008-2009 CST (All Students) 

 Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Advanced Proficient Basic 
Below 
Basic 

Far Below 
Basic 

ELA 2010 318 8.7% 20.8% 33.8% 21.2% 15.5% 
Mathematics 2010 286 1.9% 11.4% 20.8% 39.4% 36.5% 
Science 1975 313 4.3% 13.6% 38.9% 21.3% 21.8% 
World History 664 301 5.8% 11.8% 27.0% 17.1% 38.2% 
US History 584 308 6.3% 15.6% 32.5% 18.0% 27.5% 

Socio-Economically Disadvantaged English Learners 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1454 315 28.9% 913 301 6.6% 
Mathematics 1453 284 13.1% 913 277 5.6% 
Science 1420 312 17.3% 898 301 4.8% 
World History 499 300 16.6% 302 285 4.5% 
US History 401 306 19.1% 260 290 4.5% 

Hispanic/Latino African American 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1683 318 28.9% 150 312 28.2% 
Mathematics 1682 286 12.9% 151 273 7.2% 
Science 1655 313 17.7% 145 304 13.2% 
World History 548 299 16.2% 55 312 29.8% 
US History 488 306 21.5% 36 309 18.6% 

Students With Disabilities White 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 232 243 2.9% 132 326 38.1% 
Mathematics 231 236 2.8% 132 294 18.5% 
Science 203 281 4.2% 130 320 24.3% 
World History 75 261 1.4% 45 303 17.8% 
US History 51 259 2.0% 40 328 31.0% 

 
 



Adequate Yearly Progress 
Fontana A. B. Miller High School’s AYP was reached during the 2006-2007 school year, meeting 20 
out of 20 AYP criteria.  In 2007-08 all significant subgroups except English Learners met the AYP 
criteria.  During the 2008-2009, the proficiency rates for all significant subgroups decreased and 
were below the AYP targets.   Since the AYP proficiency score is based on 10th grade CAHSEE, a 
need to implement a researched based intervention course for Sophomores has been identified. 
 

Table i.6          Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 

 
2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Score Goal Met Score Goal Met Score Goal Met
Participation Rate (ELA) 99% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes
Participation Rate (Math) 99% 95% Yes 95% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes

Proficient (ELA) 32.7% 22.3% Yes 40.8% 33.4% Yes 35.5% 44.5% No
Proficient (Math) 36.8% 20.9% Yes 41.0% 32.2% Yes 31.7% 43.5% No

API 645 590 Yes 645 620 Yes 639 653 No
Graduation Rate 93.5% 82.9% Yes 86% 83% Yes 86.9% 83.1% Yes

Made AYP Yes No No 

 
The Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives are used to determine AYP progress and the 
effectiveness of the district’s English Learners’ program.  These AMAOs are required by Title III 
under the No Child Left Behind Act.  Over the last two years, Fontana A. B. Miller has not met AMAO 
2 or AMAO 3.  

 AMAO 1: Percent of students making annual progress in Learning English. 
 AMAO 2: Percent of students attaining English proficiency on CELDT. 
 AMAO 3: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for English Learner Subgroup. 

a. AMAO 3 ER: Met participation rate in ELA. 
b. AMAO 3 EP: Met percent proficient or above in ELA. 
c. AMAO 3 MR: Met participation rate in Mathematics. 
d. AMAO 3 MP: Met percent proficient or above in Mathematics. 

 

                            Table i.7               Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives 

 
2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Score Goal Met Score Goal Met Score Goal Met
AMAO 1 61.6% 48.7% Yes 58.5% 50.1% Yes 58.8% 51.6% Yes
AMAO 2 32.9% 27.2% Yes 26.7% 28.9% No 24.1% 30.6% No

AMAO 3 ER 99% 95% Yes 97% 95% Yes 97% 95% Yes
AMAO 3 EP 22.3% 22.3% Yes 28% 33.4% No 20.1% 44.5% No
AMAO 3 MR 99% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes
AMAO 3 MP 29% 20.9% Yes 31.3% 32.2% No 19.3% 43.5% No
Made AYP Yes No No 

 
 
 



CEL
The
Lea
read
stud
thes
last
2, a
inte
CST
stud

 

A

A
Int

Int
B
T
E

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

LDT  
e California 
arners at the
ding, and w
dents in the
se two leve
t three year
and AMAO 
erventions w
T scores an
dents. 

 

Level 

Advanced 
Early 

Advanced 
termediate 

Early 
termediate 

Beginning 
Total ELL 
Enrollment 

English La
e beginning

writing skills
e Early Adv
els.  We hav
r, with only 
3, it is belie

will be cruci
nd classroo

2005-2
# 

298 

440 

221 

54 

16 
1029/4

(23.8

2006‐2007

75

St

anguage De
g of the sch
s.  Over the
anced and 
ve seen a s
10 students

eved that sy
al in improv

om passing 

Tab
2006 

% 
29% 1

43% 3

21% 2

5% 9

2% 3
,320 
%) 

20

tudents 

evelopment
hool year.  T

last four ye
Intermedia

steep declin
s redesigna
ystematical
ving proficie
rates, whic

ble i.8     CE
2006-2007
# %

120 15%

317 39%

250 31%

92 11%

37 5%
816/3,379 
(24.1%) 

007‐2008

46

Graph i.3

Redesig

t Test (CEL
The test ass
ears, we ha
ate level.  A
ne in the nu
ated last ye
ly targeting
ency rates.
ch will in tur

ELDT Leve
 2007
 # 

% 94 

% 340

% 268

% 106

% 36 
844
(26

2008‐

gnated F

LDT) is give
sesses the 
ave had the

About 70% o
umber of stu
ear.  Based 
g this popula
  Interventio
rn improve 

els 
7-2008 

% 
11% 

40% 

32% 

13% 

4% 
4/3,162 
6.7%) 

‐2009

10

EP

en to all Eng
students’ l

e largest co
of the stude
udents rede
on the inab
ation with r
on classes 
the ability t

2008-20
# 

104 1

331 4

272 3

86 1

35 
828/3,0
(27.5%

glish Langu
istening, sp

oncentration
ents fall into
esignated o
bility to mee
researched 
will also im

to reclassify

009 
% 

13% 

40% 

33% 

10% 

4% 
10 

%) 

 

uage 
peaking, 
n of ELL 
o one of 
over the 
et AMAO 
based 

mprove 
y our ELL 



Gra
Fon
dem
deri
A sy
and
reco
for i
 

S

A

A

M
R

4-
D

aduation an
ntana A. B. 
monstrates 
ived dropou
ystem to id

d reduce the
overy progr
identified st

Subgroup 

American 
Indian 
Asian 
Pacific 

Islander 
Filipino 

Hispanic 

African 
American 

White 

Multiple/No 
Response 

Male 
Females 

Total 

-year Derived 
Dropout rate 

nd Dropou
Miller’s dro
the numbe
ut rate has 
entify and s
e number o
ram and an
tudents has

2
Number 
Dropout

0 

1 

0 

0 

37 

3 

4 

1 

25 
21 

46 

Dropouts G

2005‐20

46

ut Rate 
opout rate h
r of 12th gr
decreased 
support our
of dropouts 
n opportunit
s been imp

Table i.9
005-2006 
of 
ts 

Numb
Gradu

1

8

2

1

48

8

9

6

30
38

68

17.7% 

Graduates

006

687

Graph i.4

has improve
rade dropou
5.7 percen

r credit defic
has been im

ty to transfe
lemented fo

9:             D

ber of 
uates 

Nu
D

1 

8 

2 

0 

83 

7 

0 

6 

02 
85 

87 

Dropouts

2006‐2

106

4 Dropo

ed over the 
uts by subg
ntage points
cient stude
mplemente
er to the con
or the 2009

ropouts an
2006-2

umber of 
ropouts 

2 

1 

1 

1 

8 

12 

7 

1 

65 
41 

106 

13.4

Graduates

007

695

outs and

last three y
group and g
s over the l

ents in an ef
ed.  An expa
ntinuation h

9-2010 scho

nd Gradua
2007 
Number of
Graduates

2 

14 

2 

15 

497 

76 

89 

0 

316 
379 

695 

4% 

Dropouts

2007‐2

72

d Gradua

years.  The
gender. The
ast three ye
ffort to impr
anded web
high school
ool year. 

ates 

f 
s 

Numbe
Dropou

0 

1 

1 

0 

61 

5 

4 

0 

33 
39 

72 

Graduates

2008

655

ates

e data below
e official 4-y
ears with of
rove gradua
-based cre
ls within the

2007-2008
er of 
uts 

Num
Grad

4

6

7

2
3

6

12.0% 

w 
year 
fficial data. 
ation rates 
dit 
e District 

 
mber of 
duates 

2 

11 

1 

8 

497 

63 

73 

0 

284 
371 

655 

 



Advanced Placement 
Fontana A. B. Miller High School offers a variety of Advanced Placement courses for students 
seeking opportunities for increased rigor.  The courses offered over the past three years include 
Biology, Calculus, English Language and Composition, English Literature and composition, 
European History, French, Government, Physics, Psychology, Spanish, Spanish Literature, 
Statistics, and US History.  The chart below shows the number of students who scored 1, 2, 3, 4, or 
5 on the AP exam over the last 3 years.  Although there has been success in some courses, 
stakeholders have voiced concerned in not having enough time to cover the material, implement 
study sessions, and recruiting more students into the AP program. As part of the Transformation 
process MHS will be afforded the opportunity of double blocking some AP courses for next year, and 
adding more academic electives that will feed into the AP program. 
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5 0 4   0 0   0 1 0   1 24 0 0 0 30 7%

41%

4 0 2 4 2 0 1 2 2 36 4 1 1 55 13% 

3 0 7 22 6 0 7 3 1 21 6 3 6 82 20% 

2 3 16 25 20 0 14 4 4 6 4 4 7 107 26% 

1 5 35 1 3 1 11 10 29 6 12 10 11 134 33% 

total 8 64 52 31 1 34 19 37 93 26 18 25 408   
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43%

4 3 2 3 0 0 1 4 21 1 12 1 48 13% 

3 7 14 17 5 2 0 7 26 4 11 4 97 26% 

2 9 29 15 14 2 0 5 14 3 5 9 105 28% 

1 17 1 0 23 7 3 25 3 14 3 15 111 29% 

total   36   48 35     43 11 4 41 77 22 34 29 380   
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29%

4 1 0 0 1 3 2 0 4 0 0 0 12 1 5 0 29 8% 

3 2 3 0 14 8 1 0 10 0 0 3 14 6 4 2 67 19% 

2 1 5 0 22 14 2 3 13 7 1 5 9 1 9 15 107 30% 

1 6 22 12 7 0 10 0 10 7 8 16 1 13 4 30 146 41% 

total 10 30 12 45 25 15 3 38 14 9 24 41 22 22 47 357   

 
 



WASC Findings: Staff and School Effectiveness 
Fontana A. B. Miller High School went through a full six year self-study and review in February 2010.  
A committee of eight administrators and teachers from Southern California reviewed our evidence 
through focus group meeting, classroom observations, self-study report, parent meeting, ASB and 
ad hoc student meetings, and Leadership team meetings.  The WASC committee found the following 
areas of strength and areas of follow up. 
 
School-wide Areas of Strength: 

1. The staff is highly qualified and meets NCLB and CLAD requirements. The staff at MHS is 
tenured, averaging 17.2 years. Staff has worked together through administrative turnover and 
evidence suggests they continue to build a strong, cohesive team.  

2. MHS offers a variety of programs to help students achieve their academic and career goals 
including AVID, California Partnership Academies, GATE, Workability, Transition Partnership 
Program, Career Center, and community partnerships in the Applied Technology and the arts.

3. MHS enforces a strong and fair Tardy/ID Policy daily which encourages regular attendance. 
4. The school facility at MHS is clean, well-maintained, and orderly and provides a safe learning 

environment for all students. 
5. In the Miller Introductory Course, 9th grade students are instructed in study skills, note taking, 

and organization.  In addition, they participate in activities that acclimate them to the high 
school culture and develop school pride. 

6. MHS provides formal and informal academic supports that have helped increase pass rates in 
all grades and the number of juniors and seniors passing the CAHSEE. 
A. Material resources are well-managed and sufficient for the needs of the students and 

teaching staff. 
B. The use of TeleParent by teachers to inform parents. 
C. Use of OARS to track benchmark data. 
D. MHS has a Student Intervention Team (SIT) that meets to assist at-risk students. 
E. MHS has a Special Education Review Team (SERT) that meets to coordinate services 

and problem solve on student behavior and academic issues. 
 
School-wide Critical Areas for Follow-Up 

1. Develop and implement a formalized process for departmental and school-wide analysis of 
student data in order to better meet the needs of all students. 

2. Develop and implement a systemic approach to using classroom assessments, benchmark 
data or student achievement results as a basis of informing instruction and supporting 
professional development. 

3. School action plans (WASC, SPSA, etc.) need to be aligned to each other, reflect common 
goals and current, research-based practices. 

4. The MHS administrative team needs to take a proactive role in developing teacher leaders 
who accomplish the vision and mission of the school through the curricular and instructional 
programs. 

5. Time for teacher collaboration is needed. 
6. Professional development goals should be enumerated and explicitly linked to data and 

student needs, research-based instructional practices and pedagogy. 
7. Evaluate overall levels of rigor in all classes, and ensure fidelity to appropriate grade level 

California content standards. 



8. Increase participation in diverse clubs, organizations, and activities to meet the needs and 
interests of all students and families. 

9. Outreach and education regarding academics, college admittance, testing, etc. needs to be 
accomplished for families, in accordance with their diverse needs. 

10. Increase school-wide multicultural understanding and tolerance for all students and staff. 
 
 
 
Coordination of Services: 
Through a series of meetings and negotiations, the District level personnel have agreed to support 
the SIG process and Fontana A.B. Miller High School through the following coordination of services: 
 
Superintendent: 

 The site SIG team works on the Transformation model and application, while the LEA SIG 
team negotiates and substantiates the site SIG team recommendations.   

 The district office is committed to making A. B. Miller a priority in the implementation of the 
SIG, LEA Plan, Professional Development, EL Master Plan, and allocation of resources. 

 The district office will train all District Directors on the Center on Innovation and Improvement 
(CII) handbook. 

 The district office will assist in providing information to Stakeholders such as DAC, DELAC, 
GATE, PTA, Superintendent’s Advisory, Chamber of Commerce, Faith Based Leadership, 
and other site administrators. 

 The district office will allocate District resources to ensure proper support and implementation 
of SIG components. 

o Rigorous Curriculum and Instruction:  Instructional & Student Services (ISS) 
Professional Development Team, Assessment and Evaluation, Secondary Instruction, 
EL Services, Career and Technical Education 

o Assessment and Accountability:  EL Services, Special Education, Assessment & 
Evaluation, ISS Professional Development Team 

o Teacher Quality and Professional Development:  Professional Development, ISS 
Professional Development Team 

o Student and Family Support:  Categorical Programs, Fontana School Police, 
Enrollment Center, Child Welfare and Attendance 

o Stakeholder Engagement:  Superintendent of Schools, Technology, Career and 
Technical Education, San Bernardino County Library, Categorical Programs 

o Leadership and Governance:  Superintendent of Schools, Human Resources, 
Secondary Instruction, Professional Development  

o Organization and Structure:  Instructional & Student Services, Human Resources 
o Resources for Sustainability:  Superintendent of Schools, Human Resources, Business 

Services, Instructional & Student Services, and Fontana School Police 
 

Secondary Instruction: 
 Secondary Instruction will prioritize Fontana A.B. Miller’s SIG plan by providing staff and other 

resources to ensure proper implementation of the plan. 
 Secondary Instruction will provide MHS with support implementation of Direct Interactive 

Instruction and Thinking Maps through professional development activities that follow the 



instructional coaching cycle of planning, demonstration, observation, and feedback. 
 Secondary Instruction will provide staff for site level department meetings, SIG planning and 

implementation, and administrative support concerning the implementation of Core 
Curriculum and Instruction. 

 Secondary Instruction will provide staff to help MHS in the PLC process, assisting in 
collaboration through core curricular areas and the development of common assessments. 

 Secondary Instruction will allocate funds to implement new textbook adoption for English 
Language Arts and intervention classes. 
 

Assessment & Evaluation: 
 Training for all Miller Staff members in the district data management system OARS 
 Assist with administration of State mandated testing ( CELDT,  CST, CAHSEE) 

Special Education (SELPA): 
 SELPA will provide adequate staffing for RSP, SDC, ED, OI, and VI students within the 

school site. 
 SELPA will facilitate staff development through the use of District level coaches (Teachers on 

Assignments) and coordination with Staff Development department. 
 

English Learner Services: 
 EL Services will facilitate the implementation of the School Improvement Grant trough the use 

of EL Coaches and classroom resources for site ELL department. 
 EL Services will provide the site with professional development opportunities geared towards 

ELL students such as the implementation of the FUSD EL Master Plan, and research-based 
instructional strategies that are proven to be effective with English Learners such as Guided 
Language Acquisition Design (GLAD), Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English 
(SDAIE), and Structured Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). 
 

Categorical Programs: 
 The Categorical Department will assist in the alignment of the state and federal funds, SPSA, 

Smaller Learning Communities, SIG, and parental involvement support. 
 

Human Resources: 
 Human Resources will assist in the implementation of the School Improvement Grant by 

negotiating with the Fontana Teachers Association, staff hiring and removal, staff transfers, 
and reconciling credentialing issues. 
 

Staff Development: 
 Staff Development will work with site and district administration to set up and conduct site 

specific professional development.  The staff development provided will be based on 
information gathered through the SIG needs assessment and work around site calendar and 
schedules. 
 

Enrollment Center: 
 The Enrollment Center will take over the enrollment of students for A. B. Miller High School 

commencing with the 2010-2011 school year.  Currently, parents enroll their students at the 



school site, taking valuable time away from our clerical staff to assist Guidance Staff in the 
services provided to students.  The new procedures will allow the allocation of time and 
clerical staff into the implementation of the School Improvement Grant tasks, such as 
identifying at risk students. 

 
Food Services: 

 Food services will provide the school adequate staff and facilities to feed our students through 
the implementation of the School Improvement Grant; which includes a shortening of the 
Lunch period from 46 minutes to 30 minutes. 

 
 
Selection of intervention model 
 
After careful analysis of the pertinent data and surveys by all stakeholders, the LEA is confident that 
the Transformation Model will bring the greatest increase in student achievement at A. B. Miller High 
School.  The decision was based upon parent and community feedback, the ability of the LEA to 
support the transformation model through the coordination of existing LEA services, the findings 
from the APS indicating a lack of interventions and current state-adopted materials, consistently 
stagnate growth in leading academic progress indicators, WASC recommendations and the LEA’s 
previous replacement of the principal with the intent to transform MHS.   
 
The analysis suggested that improvement in the following areas will bring about increased student 
achievement: 

 Implement targeted professional development. 
 Cohesive Instructional model needs to be implemented. 
 Implement a process to distribute, review, and analyze student performance data. 
 Provide A. B. Miller with the operational flexibility to implement all SIG tasks. 
 Increase learning time to provide interventions within the school day. 
 Increase rigor by providing a higher level of rigorous instructional practices, academic 

electives, honors, and AP courses. 
 Improve family and community involvement. 

 
These areas of need are best resolved by the increase in operational flexibility, community oriented 
school structures, instructional and personnel effectiveness afforded by the transformation model. 
 

ii. Selection of Intervention Models 
Response: 

 
Board of Education Vote: 
The Fontana Unified School District Board of Education voted (5-0) on April 21, 2010   to move 
forward with the transformation model of school improvement to be applied to AB Miller High School 
beginning with the 2010-11 school year.   
 
 
 
 



Findings of the Needs Analysis: 
 
 Fontana A. B. Miller High School site specific data: 
 
The site Academic Performance Survey further substantiated the findings of District level surveys, 
WASC accreditation, and site level discussions.  The key findings of the 2009-2010 site level 
Academic Performance Survey (Table ii.1) include:   

 Instructional Program:  The survey found that MHS uses, to a high degree, District 
approved and standards aligned textbooks and instructional materials for English Language 
Arts (ELA), English Language Development (ELD), and Mathematics.   The District has 
implemented textbook adoption procedures throughout the District and guarantees adequate 
instructional supplies are ordered.  An area of concern is the implementation of intervention 
programs at the school.  Although enough materials and support are being provided by the 
District, the school has failed to offer enough courses in the master schedule to encompass 
all students who need intensive intervention.  According to our survey, objectives 1.3 and 1.4 
are only partially implemented. 

 Instructional time: The APS found that, through the master schedule, an adequate number 
of English Language Arts, ELD, and Mathematics courses are offered to provide services to 
our students.  The APS also found that the school in not offering an adequate number of 
strategic and/or intensive interventions in English Language Arts and Mathematics. 

 Lesson pacing guides:  The APS found that the District provides adequate California 
standards-aligned pacing guides and Benchmark assessments in English Language Arts and 
Mathematics.  The pacing guides are readily available on the District Website and Benchmark 
results are accessible through our web-based, data management system OARS. 

 Administrator instructional leadership training:  The APS found that the Administrative 
team has completed all three modules required for Tier II certification.  This includes Module I 
training which consists of 40-hour training and 40-hour practicum in the District adopted 
English Language Arts and Mathematics instructional materials.  The Administrative team will 
also be trained in any instructional materials adopted through the Transformation intervention.  
Administrators have also attended District provided on-going training throughout the year 
such as ELL master Plan, Response to Intervention, technology, Student Safety, and 
Students with Disabilities. 

 Teacher professional development opportunities:  The APS found that MHS is staffed 
with fully credentialed, highly qualified teachers that meet the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA).  The survey also found that a small number of teachers have gone 
through an intensive 40-hour training on the District adopted curriculum.  Most teachers 
attended the training over five years ago and/or attended the training when the previously 
adopted materials were in place.  

 Instructional support:  The APS found that on-going instructional assistance is only partially 
implemented at MHS.  The District provides coaches and content experts that make 
themselves available to all schools.  District level coaches have not been used since a unified 
English Language Arts and Mathematics programs have not been implemented at MHS. 

 Student monitoring: The District provides OARS, a web-based student assessment and 
monitoring system that all teachers have access to.  According to our survey, monitoring of 
students is only partially implemented due to the lack of collaboration to review student data.   
Although student benchmark assessments are input into OARS, a systematic procedure to 



analyze this data has not been implemented.  Furthermore, through the APS survey and SIG 
Committee interviews it has been discovered a majority of teachers are not familiar with the 
OARS program beyond the required district benchmark assessments in English Language 
Arts and Mathematics. 

 Collaboration: Systematic procedures and adequate time to collaborate regarding student 
data have not been implemented.  In addition training regarding effective collaboration will 
ensure efficacy.  

 Fiscal Support: The APS found that coordination of categorical and general funds to support 
our English Language Arts and Mathematics programs is needed.  This lack of coordination 
was primarily due to an absence of consistent leadership at the school level and a 
coordinated vision.  Under new administration beginning with the 2009 school year, 
coordination of funds to implement the core program has been a priority as emphasized in the 
fidelity to the SPSA.  It was discovered that in prior years planning was delegated to clerical 
staff rather than by the administrative instructional leadership; this error has been remediated. 

 
 

Table ii.1       2009-2010 Academic Performance Survey (Average Score) 

Instructional Program 
1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 

82% 80% 69% 89% 64% 

Instructional Time 
2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 2.6 2.7 

84% 65% 73% 57% 78% 59% 60% 

Lesson Pacing Guide 
3.1 3.2 3.3 

84% 71% 84% 

Admin Training 
4.1 4.2 

67% 67% 

Teacher PD Opportunities 
5.1 5.2 5.3 

85% 68% 59% 

Instructional Support 
6.1 6.2 

64% 65% 

Student Monitoring 
7.1 7.2 

73% 64% 

Collaboration 
8.1 8.2 

65% 58% 

Fiscal Support 
9.1 9.2 

68% 67% 

 
 
Student Data 
 
California High School Exit Exam 
Fontana A. B. Miller’s CAHSEE participation rate has approximated 99% for the past several years. 
Sophomores met the required AYP benchmark for proficiency during 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 in 
both English Language Arts and Mathematics.  They however missed the mark by 10 percentage 
points during the 2008-2009 year.   Success has been noted with students passing the CAHSEE 
exam, however the proficiency level is 13% below where it should be under AYP benchmarks.  



Stakeholders believe that a systematic approach to identify and remediate students who are in 
danger of not scoring proficient on the CAHSEE needs to be implemented.  Such a program would 
consist of identifying students who have consistently scored Far Below Basic and/or Below Basic on 
the English Language Arts and/or Mathematics California Standards Test and providing them with a 
research-based intervention class within the regular school day. 
 
 
Table ii.2 

 

CAHSEE Statistics 

 

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Number 
Percent of 

Total 
Population 

Number
Percent of 

Total 
Population 

Number 
Percent of 

Total 
Population 

Math 

Total 
Tested 

1486 44.0% 1367 43.2% 1254 41.7% 

Total 
Passed 

714 *48.1% 710 *51.9% 615 *49.0% 

10th 
Tested 

724 21.4% 693 21.9% 650 21.6% 

10th 
Proficient 

262 *36.2% 284 *41.0% 204 *31.4% 

ELA 

Total 
Tested 

1481 43.8% 1344 42.5% 1236 41.1% 

Total 
Passed 

692 *46.7% 721 *53.7% 608 *49.2% 

10th 
Tested 

723 21.4% 697 22.0% 655 21.8% 

10th 
Proficient 

232 *32.1% 281 *40.3% 229 *35.0% 

Total Enrolled 3,379 100% 3162 100% 3,006 100% 

*Percentage is based on the number of students who took the test and not the total student 
population. 
 
The average score for both English Language Arts and Mathematics has been just above the 
passing rate of 350 during the past three years.  This further supports the premise that students are 
passing the CASHEE with a score much lower than the 380 needed to be considered proficient 
under AYP standards.  Findings suggest that implementing a CAHSEE preparatory course will help 
in increasing the average score as well as increase the number of students who score proficient.  
These CAHSEE targeted courses must implement test taking strategies, support for the content 
standards, and include a strands-targeted curriculum to isolate the areas of remediation needed the 
most. 
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The following chart shows the level of proficiency for significant subgroups for the 2007-2008 CST 
administration by subject.   Performance data shows that students had the highest mean score in 
ELA and the lowest in Mathematics (overall and across subgroups).  Data shows that over 35% of 
the student population is Below Basic or Far Below Basic in English Language Arts; while 74% of the 
students are Below Basic or Far Below Basic in Mathematics.  This further substantiates the need 
for intervention within the school day to supplement our English Language Arts and Mathematics 
programs 
 

Table ii.4      2007-2008 CST (All Students) 

 Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Advanced Proficient Basic 
Below 
Basic 

Far Below 
Basic 

ELA 2017 319 10.2% 20.6% 33.9% 21.4% 13.8% 
Mathematics 2020 276 1.3% 6.3% 18.2% 45.8% 28.3% 
Science 1971 308 2.1% 10.6% 33.9% 18.8% 34.6% 
World History 710 300 4.4% 12.1% 25.9% 20.3% 37.3% 
US History 625 307 4.8% 17.8% 30.2% 21.0% 25.8% 

Socio-Economically Disadvantaged English Learners 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1209 314 27.7% 915 303 5.4% 
Mathematics 1209 275 6.4% 918 269 1.4% 
Science 1176 306 13.6% 894 299 3.9% 
World History 422 297 15.7% 322 287 3.3% 
US History 354 304 19.9% 277 292 5.2% 

Hispanic/Latino African American 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1650 316 27.7% 150 319 32.1% 
Mathematics 1653 275 6.4% 150 268 7.4% 
Science 1612 307 13.6% 148 305 13.6% 
World History 581 298 15.7% 54 296 11.5% 
US History 497 305 19.9% 52 305 17.2% 

Students With Disabilities White 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 250 245 2.1% 156 338 41.3% 
Mathematics 250 226 1.3% 156 287 12.6% 
Science 215 270 1.2% 153 321 26.7% 
World History 65 262 5.7% 48 316 30.2% 
US History 86 270 1.1% 58 327 35.0% 

 
 



Similar trends were observed during our 2008-2009 CST administration.  Once again students had 
the highest mean score in ELA and the lowest in Mathematics (overall and across subgroups).  
There was some improvement in moving students from Below Basic and Far Below Basic to Basic in 
Mathematics; but the English Language Arts proficiency levels stayed about the same.  A minimal 
number of intervention classes were in place during this school year which affirms the lack of 
improvement in most areas. 

 
 

Table ii.5        2008-2009 CST (All Students) 

 Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Advanced Proficient Basic 
Below 
Basic 

Far Below 
Basic 

ELA 2010 318 8.7% 20.8% 33.8% 21.2% 15.5% 
Mathematics 2010 286 1.9% 11.4% 20.8% 39.4% 36.5% 
Science 1975 313 4.3% 13.6% 38.9% 21.3% 21.8% 
World History 664 301 5.8% 11.8% 27.0% 17.1% 38.2% 
US History 584 308 6.3% 15.6% 32.5% 18.0% 27.5% 

Socio-Economically Disadvantaged English Learners 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1454 315 28.9% 913 301 6.6% 
Mathematics 1453 284 13.1% 913 277 5.6% 
Science 1420 312 17.3% 898 301 4.8% 
World History 499 300 16.6% 302 285 4.5% 
US History 401 306 19.1% 260 290 4.5% 

Hispanic/Latino African American 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 1683 318 28.9% 150 312 28.2% 
Mathematics 1682 286 12.9% 151 273 7.2% 
Science 1655 313 17.7% 145 304 13.2% 
World History 548 299 16.2% 55 312 29.8% 
US History 488 306 21.5% 36 309 18.6% 

Students With Disabilities White 
 

Tested 
Mean 
Score 

Proficient 
+ 

Tested Mean Score Proficient +

ELA 232 243 2.9% 132 326 38.1% 
Mathematics 231 236 2.8% 132 294 18.5% 
Science 203 281 4.2% 130 320 24.3% 
World History 75 261 1.4% 45 303 17.8% 
US History 51 259 2.0% 40 328 31.0% 

 
 



Adequate Yearly Progress 
Fontana A. B. Miller High School’s AYP was reached during the 2006-2007 school year, meeting 20 
out of 20 AYP criteria.  In 2007-08 all significant subgroups except English Learners met the AYP 
criteria.  During the 2008-2009, the proficiency rates for all significant subgroups decreased and 
were below the AYP targets.   Since the AYP proficiency score is based on 10th grade CAHSEE, a 
need to implement a researched based intervention course for Sophomores has been identified. 
 

Table ii.6          Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 

 
2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Score Goal Met Score Goal Met Score Goal Met
Participation Rate (ELA) 99% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes
Participation Rate (Math) 99% 95% Yes 95% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes

Proficient (ELA) 32.7% 22.3% Yes 40.8% 33.4% Yes 35.5% 44.5% No
Proficient (Math) 36.8% 20.9% Yes 41.0% 32.2% Yes 31.7% 43.5% No

API 645 590 Yes 645 620 Yes 639 653 No
Graduation Rate 93.5% 82.9% Yes 86% 83% Yes 86.9% 83.1% Yes

Made AYP Yes No No 

 
The Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives are used to determine AYP progress and the 
effectiveness of the district’s English Learners’ program.  These AMAOs are required by Title III 
under the No Child Left Behind Act.  Over the last two years, Fontana A. B. Miller has not met AMAO 
2 or AMAO 3.  

 AMAO 1: Percent of students making annual progress in Learning English. 
 AMAO 2: Percent of students attaining English proficiency on CELDT. 
 AMAO 3: Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for English Learner Subgroup. 

e. AMAO 3 ER: Met participation rate in ELA. 
f. AMAO 3 EP: Met percent proficient or above in ELA. 
g. AMAO 3 MR: Met participation rate in Mathematics. 
h. AMAO 3 MP: Met percent proficient or above in Mathematics. 

 

                            Table ii.7               Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives

 
2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 

Score Goal Met Score Goal Met Score Goal Met
AMAO 1 61.6% 48.7% Yes 58.5% 50.1% Yes 58.8% 51.6% Yes
AMAO 2 32.9% 27.2% Yes 26.7% 28.9% No 24.1% 30.6% No

AMAO 3 ER 99% 95% Yes 97% 95% Yes 97% 95% Yes
AMAO 3 EP 22.3% 22.3% Yes 28% 33.4% No 20.1% 44.5% No
AMAO 3 MR 99% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes 96% 95% Yes
AMAO 3 MP 29% 20.9% Yes 31.3% 32.2% No 19.3% 43.5% No
Made AYP Yes No No 
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Advanced Placement 
Fontana A. B. Miller High School offers a variety of Advanced Placement courses for students 
seeking opportunities for increased rigor.  The courses offered over the past three years include 
Biology, Calculus, English Language and Composition, English Literature and composition, 
European History, French, Government, Physics, Psychology, Spanish, Spanish Literature, 
Statistics, and US History.  The chart below shows the number of students who scored 1, 2, 3, 4, or 
5 on the AP exam over the last 3 years.  Although there has been success in some courses, 
stakeholders have voiced concerned in not having enough time to cover the material, implement 
study sessions, and recruiting more students into the AP program. As part of the Transformation 
process MHS will be afforded the opportunity of double blocking some AP courses for next year, and 
adding more academic electives that will feed into the AP program. 
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5 0 4   0 0   0 1 0   1 24 0 0 0 30 7%

41%

4 0 2 4 2 0 1 2 2 36 4 1 1 55 13% 

3 0 7 22 6 0 7 3 1 21 6 3 6 82 20% 

2 3 16 25 20 0 14 4 4 6 4 4 7 107 26% 

1 5 35 1 3 1 11 10 29 6 12 10 11 134 33% 

total 8 64 52 31 1 34 19 37 93 26 18 25 408   

20
08

 

5   0   2 0     1 0 0 0 13 0 3 0 19 5% 

43%

4 3 2 3 0 0 1 4 21 1 12 1 48 13% 

3 7 14 17 5 2 0 7 26 4 11 4 97 26% 

2 9 29 15 14 2 0 5 14 3 5 9 105 28% 

1 17 1 0 23 7 3 25 3 14 3 15 111 29% 

total   36   48 35     43 11 4 41 77 22 34 29 380   
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5 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 8 2% 

29%

4 1 0 0 1 3 2 0 4 0 0 0 12 1 5 0 29 8% 

3 2 3 0 14 8 1 0 10 0 0 3 14 6 4 2 67 19% 

2 1 5 0 22 14 2 3 13 7 1 5 9 1 9 15 107 30% 

1 6 22 12 7 0 10 0 10 7 8 16 1 13 4 30 146 41% 

total 10 30 12 45 25 15 3 38 14 9 24 41 22 22 47 357   

 
 



Fontana A. B. Miller High School went through a full six year self-study and review in February 2010.  
A committee of eight administrators and teachers from Southern California reviewed our evidence 
through focus group meeting, classroom observations, self-study report, parent meeting, ASB and 
ad hoc student meetings, and Leadership team meetings.  The WASC committee found the following 
areas of strength and areas of follow up. 
School-wide Areas of Strength: 

1. The staff is highly qualified and meets NCLB and CLAD requirements. The staff at MHS is 
tenured, averaging 17.2 years. Staff has worked together through administrative turnover and 
evidence suggests they continue to build a strong, cohesive team.  

2. MHS offers a variety of programs to help students achieve their academic and career goals 
including AVID, California Partnership Academies, GATE, Workability, Transition Partnership 
Program, Career Center, and community partnerships in the Applied Technology and the arts.

3. MHS enforces a strong and fair Tardy/ID Policy daily which encourages regular attendance. 
4. The school facility at MHS is clean, well-maintained, and orderly and provides a safe learning 

environment for all students. 
5. In the Miller Introductory Course, 9th grade students are instructed in study skills, note taking, 

and organization.  In addition, they participate in activities that acclimate them to the high 
school culture and develop school pride. 

6. MHS provides formal and informal academic supports that have helped increase pass rates in 
all grades and the number of juniors and seniors passing the CAHSEE. 

Material resources are well-managed and sufficient for the needs of the students and 
teaching staff. 
The use of TeleParent by teachers to inform parents. 
Use of OARS to track benchmark data. 
MHS has a Student Intervention Team (SIT) that meets to assist at-risk students. 
MHS has a Special Education Review Team (SERT) that meets to coordinate services 
and problem solve on student behavior and academic issues. 

 
School-wide Critical Areas for Follow-Up 

1. Develop and implement a formalized process for departmental and school-wide analysis of 
student data in order to better meet the needs of all students. 

2. Develop and implement a systemic approach to using classroom assessments, benchmark 
data or student achievement results as a basis of informing instruction and supporting 
professional development. 

3. School action plans (WASC, SPSA, etc.) need to be aligned to each other, reflect common 
goals and current, research-based practices. 

4. The MHS administrative team needs to take a proactive role in developing teacher leaders 
who accomplish the vision and mission of the school through the curricular and instructional 
programs. 

5. Time for teacher collaboration is needed. 
6. Professional development goals should be enumerated and explicitly linked to data and 

student needs, research-based instructional practices and pedagogy. 



7. Evaluate overall levels of rigor in all classes, and ensure fidelity to appropriate grade level 
California content standards. 

8. Increase participation in diverse clubs, organizations, and activities to meet the needs and 
interests of all students and families. 

9. Outreach and education regarding academics, college admittance, testing, etc. needs to be 
accomplished for families, in accordance with their diverse needs. 

10. Increase school-wide multicultural understanding and tolerance for all students and staff. 
 

Public Hearings: 
The Board of Education made the decision to adopt the transformation intervention model following 
a public hearing eliciting input from the community on April 21, 2010.  In addition to the public 
hearing, two additional public meetings were held to gather input from the community.  MHS 
sponsored a public meeting on April 12, 2010 attended by approximately 50 community members.  A 
FUSD sponsored public meeting was held on April 13, 2010 attended by approximately 100 
community members.  An overview of the criteria for identification as a Persistently Low-Achieving 
School, a presentation of the four improvement models, and a brief summary of the process for 
applying for the School Improvement Grant (SIG) were given at both meetings.  Both meetings were 
then open for public comment. Public comment indicated a preference for the transformation model 
of intervention for MHS.  Rational for the transformation model included public comment on a desire 
to maintain consistency in administration and instructional staff.  The community also spoke to the 
need to maintain MHS as a local comprehensive public school. 
 
Staff Input: 
Several mandatory and voluntary staff meetings were held between March 2010 and May 2010.  
The purpose of these meetings was to gather staff input on both the model of intervention as well as 
the 5% status. A “straw poll” of the staff was conducted for both classified and certificated personnel.  
The classified vote indicated a 100% vote for the transformation model.  Certificated showed a 
95.5% response for transformation, 3% for turnaround and 1.5% for school closure.   
 
Lead by the principal of MHS, volunteers were solicited to form a working SIG committee.  Most 
volunteers were taken, however an over sampling of elective and special education teachers 
resulted in asking two members to represent those areas.  Additional members were sought to gain 
further representation of the local union, FTA.  The committee met after school, during the school 
day with release time and on the weekends.  The committee was charged with researching the four 
models, reviewing data of student performance and site/district programmatic surveys.   
 
Following the Board of Education decision to adopt the transformation model, the SIG committee 
began working on key components of the transformation model.  The first two critical decisions were 
how to extend the instructional day for increased learning time and the creation of a rigorous, 
transparent and equitable evaluation process for teachers.  Both items were created by the 
committee, the brought back to staff, the SSC, ELAC and to FTA for negotiations.  Following the 
negotiated agreement, the entire certificated bargaining unit voted on the method of extending 
instructional time from a six period day to a seven period day.  The MHS staff voted to accept the 
seven period day with an affirmative vote of 89%. 
 



The SIG Committee the began the writing and formalization of the SIG Application as well as 
creating a three year plan designed to  improve teacher and administrative effectiveness to facilitate 
instructional reforms that are based upon frequently gathered assessment data used to change 
instructional practice. The SIG Committee relied upon the CII handbook for Effective Implementation 
of School Improvement Grants to design the three year plan.     
 
Rejection of the other three models   
School Closure was rejected as a model of intervention for several reasons.  First, the size of 
Fontana A. B. Miller High School (ADA 2900) and the ability of the remaining high schools within 
Fontana Unified School District to accommodate the MHS student body makes the proposition of 
closure virtually impossible; none of the four other comprehensive high schools within FUSD have 
the physical plant to accommodate the significant increase in student body population.  In addition, 
FUSD has also begun a secondary initiative that would maintain all high schools in the district 
between 2500 and 3000 ADA, closing MHS would move all remaining high schools above the 
desired school size of the reform initiative.  A second reason for the rejection of the school closure 
model was a desire to return MHS to its previous positive academic standing.  Public comment 
indicated a great deal of community pride in MHS and a desire to improve performance rather than 
close what has become a community institution.  “I do not want AB Miller to close down.  Please, we 
have to work so AB Miller can succeed!” (AC, parent comment 4/13/2010)  Additional rationale for 
rejecting the school closure model involved the physical plant of MHS.  While the school is twenty 
years old, it is in a superior condition to many comparable high schools.  The theater, all-weather 
track, multiple natural grass fields, all weather turf stadium, field house and other physical features 
bring in additional monies which have supplemented the development of the newly opened science 
wing and modernized classroom facilities.  
 
The Turnaround model of school improvement was rejected primarily due to the ability of FUSD to 
support AB Miller in their improvement efforts.  FUSD has a proven track record in turning around 
low achieving schools.  In the last eight years, twelve schools have exited from Program 
Improvement; of which one is a Title I Achieving School and three are California Distinguished 
School.  Additional improvement programs include three schools exiting the School Assistance and 
Intervention Team (SAIT) process and two schools implementing the Quality Education Investment 
Act reform process, both of which have made significant growth.  There is every indication that the 
track record of improvement witnessed in previous FUSD endeavors can be replicated at the MHS 
through the proposed reforms being undertaken by the “Secondary Initiative.”  The turnaround was 
also rejected by the MHS staff; only 3% voted in favor of the turnaround model.  The community also 
spoke out against the implementation of the turnaround model.  “I believe that at AB Miller the staff is 
good, we only need to find the way that it works better….”  (LL, parent comment 4/13/2010).  To 
support those staff members unwilling to participate in the transformation process, all staff has been 
given the opportunity to transfer to another school site.  Those staff members remaining are 
committed to the transformation model and the necessary reforms. 
 
The Restart model was rejected by the LEA Board of Education.  FUSD is not currently a charter 
provider; this model would require FUSD to seek an outside provider to adopt the restart model.  The 
school size (2900 ADA) and its configuration as a comprehensive high school limits the available 
charter providers.  The timeline for adoption, less than six weeks, also precludes adequate 
evaluation and assessment of a charter provider.   The restart model was therefore rejected. 



Adoption of the Transformation Model 
All models and data have been analyzed with regard to the student population, teachers, 
administration, and district office support and have concluded that the best model to implement is 
the transformation model.  The MHS administration and leadership team is working under the 
assumption that most of the teachers are highly qualified, as reflected in our WASC School-wide 
Areas of Strength. It is assumed that a lack of site-based instructional support in English Language 
Arts and Mathematics (in the form of collaborative teams, planning and intervention), lack a 
systematic procedure to analyze the student achievement data, a general lack of adequate time to 
collaboration in cross-curricular teams, and lack of coordination of categorical and general funds to 
support our English Language Arts and Mathematics programs is at the heart of the inability to close 
the achievement gap.  This conclusion is supported by the data provided by the APS and our WASC 
review.  Furthermore, the data from CAHSEE validated stakeholders’ belief that a systematic 
approach to identify and provide intervention to students who are in danger of not scoring proficient 
on the CAHSEE needs to be implemented.  Such a program would consist of identifying students 
who have consistently scored Far Below Basic and/or Below Basic on the English Language Arts 
and/or Mathematics California Standards Test and providing them with a researched based 
intervention class within the regular school day. 
 
Through the transformation model MHS will be able to increase collaboration within departments, 
between departments and grade level/subject matter teams.  Furthermore, the transformation model 
will provide the resources necessary to add valuable instructional time, provide flexibility in 
scheduling, add intervention/remediation classes in Mathematics and Language Arts and provide 
community activities that increase familial support and involvement.  This model will also allow the 
school to help increase teachers’ expertise within the various content areas and will provide the 
professional development opportunities that will allow for the effective utilization of student data, 
provide assistance to implement the latest research-based instructional strategies, all in an effort to 
drive instruction and amplify student engagement with the hope of increasing overall student 
achievement for all learners at MHS. 
 
iii. Demonstration of Capacity to Implement Selected Intervention Models 

Response: 
 
Fontana Unified School District will assist Fontana A.B. Miller High School—the solely identified 
Persistently Low Achieving School within the District—to effectively utilize the School Improvement 
Grant funds and apply the transformation model of school improvement.  The school district will 
assist in a number of ways including, but not limited to, coordinating with other funding sources such 
as SBCP, SLC, EIA/LEP, and General Fund monies to ensure proper implementation of the School 
Improvement Grant. It was determined through a collaborative process that encompassed all 
stakeholders that the best intervention model for MHS is the Transformation Model.  Below is an 
outline of required and permissible actions that will take place at MHS along with the funding source 
and foreseeable barriers for each item. 
 
(1)  Developing and increasing teacher and school leader effectiveness: 
(A)  Replace the principal. 
Plan: The Principal was replaced in December of 2008 at the start of the second semester of the 
2008-2009 school year.  This change was implemented in an effort to improve student achievement 



and to initiate a transformation of the processes and overall culture of the school. The LEA’s 
direction to the new principal consisted of a three-year plan to improve student achievement tied to 
specific actions: 2009-2010 School Safety and Behavioral Expectations, 2011-2012 Academic 
Intervention, and 2012-2013 Curriculum and Instruction.  As a result of the Persistently Low 
Achieving designation, the district’s three-year plan has been expanded and accelerated to meet 
SIG guidelines under the Transformation Model.  For example, the LEA allowed the Principal to 
replace any administrator on staff during the 2008-2009 school year.  As a result, one Assistant 
Principal and the Athletic Director returned and three new Assistant Principal’s were hired.  The 
additional team members were chosen due to their experiential knowledge of student discipline and 
corresponding interventions, alternative education and interventions for at-risk students, and 
academic and instructional support for secondary students who are significantly behind in their 
academic skill set.   
Funding:  The administrative team is already in place and salaries are covered by the District’s 
general funds.  Additional administrative work- days for training, reporting, and School Improvement 
Grant management will be paid through SIG funds. 
Funding Source: SIG and LEA General Funds. 
Barriers:  The economic crisis affecting all levels of education has resulted in a reduction of 
administrative positions throughout the District.  The LEA will ensure that A.B. Miller High School is 
protected from these administrative cuts in an effort to maintain the continuity and effectiveness of 
the team that is already in place. 

 
(B)  Rigorous, transparent, and equitable evaluation system for teachers. 
Plan: The LEA will implement an evaluation system in conjunction with the current LEA certificated 
evaluation that is completed every two years.  The new evaluation system will be conducted yearly 
with quarterly reviews by the site’s administration.  The SIG Evaluation will be based on quarterly, 
monthly, and weekly observations and data gathering tools designed to assess professional 
practices, student achievement, and implementation of SIG tasks.  The observation and data 
gathering tools that will be used in the yearly SIG evaluation include: 

o Student achievement growth data. 
o Classroom observations. 
o Professional collaboration. 
o Family and community outreach efforts. 
o Teacher professional duties. 

The SIG Evaluation was negotiated with the local certificated bargaining unit, Fontana Teachers 
Association (FTA), and signed as a  MOU on May 25, 2010  and approved by the LEA Board of 
Education on June 2, 2010   (Attachment iii.1) 
Funding:  Minimal funding will be required for this portion of the plan.  SIG funding will be used to 
provide adequate number of evaluation forms and to increase copy allocations for teachers to 
complete their portfolios/lesson plans/outlines. 
Funding Source: SIG, LEA General Funds, and Site General Funds. 
Barriers: Minimal barriers are foreseen since the cost of the forms and increased copy allocations 
can be covered with the school’s general funds if SIG funds are limited or unavailable.  Operational 
flexibility will be utilized to supersede District mandated copy allocations. 

 
(C)  Identify and reward or remove school leaders, teachers, and other staff. 
Plan: Provide schoolwide and individual rewards system to recognize the staff effort of improving 



student achievement.  Awardees will be selected for outstanding work and/or improvement in the 
following categories:  

o Completion of specific SIG Tasks. 
o Improvements in standardized testing (CST, CAHSEE and overall API 

progress). 
o Teacher attendance. 
o Community involvement. 

The school will provide an awards system that will include: 
o Miller monetary bonuses. 
o Luncheons. 
o Miller spirit gear. 
o Reward raffles. 
o Administrators will teach classes for rewarded teachers. 

The plan also has a system to remove staff members who do not obtain minimum percentage 
proficiency on SIG yearly evaluation.  The human resources department will facilitate this procedure 
in conjunction with the site administrative team. A  MOU was signed on May 25, 2010 to support this 
process with the certificated bargaining unit negation team.  The MOU received Board of Education 
approval on June 2, 2010.  (Attachment iii.2) 
Funding: Adequate SIG funds will be allocated to ensure monetary rewards are paid as well as other 
rewards for staff.  Funds will be allocated to cover rewards for all certificated staff; funds not used 
will supplement other tasks within the School Improvement Grant such as professional development, 
technology, and parental involvement.  Removal of staff members will not require additional funding 
since the procedures will be handled by the Human Resources department at the District level. 
Funding Source: SIG, LEA ,LEA General Funds, and Site General Funds. 
Barriers:  The SIG funds will have to be allocated to encompass all certificated staff that meet or 
exceed the expectations outlined for the rewards.  This will result in a certain amount of funds that 
will not be used until the end of the school year or may have to be carried over to the following 
school year.  Funds that are allocated for rewards and not used will have to be re-allocated to 
supplement other segments of the SIG. 

 
(D)  Professional development. 
Plan: The LEA will utilize SIG funding and other allocated resources to focus on the implementation 
of the Transformation Model at Fontana A.B. Miller High School.  Utilizing additional state and 
federal categorical funds, twenty-two (22) Teachers on Assignment (TOA) are dedicated to support 
teachers on the implementation of the Core Curriculum, ELD, Educational Technology Integration, 
Interventions and research-based Instructional strategies. The TOAs are trained to serve as 
instructional coaches and facilitate collaborative meetings. The TOAs will implement collaboration 
protocols at the site level utilizing the cycle of effective instruction as the framework for coaching. 
Coaching, which differs from mentoring, will be provided by the TOAs. Coaching focuses on the 
related teaching strategy, content area, program implementation, feedback and correctives with 
student learning results as the clear priority. The format of this type of professional development is 
job-embedded and teachers will benefit from multiple opportunities to learn in this model. As needed, 
schools and district leadership will identify outside technical assistance from organization with a 
proven track record of enhancing teacher performance and improving student achievement. 
 
To help ensure resources are aligned to support the selected intervention, these multi-funded TOAs 



will participate in frequent, intensive trainings in a variety of research based strategies and 
curriculum. All professional trainings will then be carried into the classroom via demonstration 
lessons. Trainings on strategies and curriculum offered include, but are not limited to: Marzano’s 
Nine Effective Instructional Strategies, Thinking Maps, Differentiated Instruction, Direct Interactive 
Instruction, Guided Language Acquisition Design, technology integration, classroom management, 
and SB472 in the content areas. 
 
The modified Teacher Evaluation form Part II calls for “Ongoing Observation Through Administrative 
Walkthroughs.” The Department of Professional Development will help foster a process of 
communication between administrators and teachers to increase the focus on student learning. The 
department will support the site administrators’ efforts with strategies and tools to effectively 
structure classroom visits and feedback.   Marzano’s new iObservation system will be used by 
administration to improve inter-rater reliability and focus both teachers and administration on 
instructional techniques shown to improve student achievement. 
 
To achieve successful implementation of all activity planned for the school; the secondary TOAs and 
Coordinators will meet with teachers and departments to identify instructional gaps and specific 
areas for support. Classroom demonstration lessons, co-planning and co-teaching opportunities will 
be afforded to each content area teacher. To support the system, the Director of Professional 
Development will meet each quarter with the site leadership team to update progress on training 
goals and coaching support. The LEA has fully identified the resources needed to achieve 
successful implementation of all activities planned for MHS. 
 
The LEA will provide relevant and data driven professional development opportunities to staff in an 
effort to increase student achievement.  Professional Development opportunities will be offered 
during the school day, after school, weekends, and during off-track time periods.  Teachers will be 
compensated for their participation in the professional development seminars and workshops that 
are held outside their regular school day; they will be provided release time for professional 
development functions that occur during their regular work day.  In addition, the Fontana Teachers 
Association has agreed to four additional professional development hours during teacher prep time 
as part of the SIG evaluation process.  These hours will be in addition to the previously negotiated 
monthly two-hour after school opportunities.  The LEA and the school will institute a system for 
measuring changes in instructional practices resulting from professional development.  Measuring 
tools will include: Academic Performance Survey, Student Advisory Council Survey, classroom 
visits, and staff professional development surveys.  The LEA will support the school site in allowing 
the utilization of the District’s Professional Development evaluation tools/system.  The focus of our 
staff development will be in the following categories: 

o Standards based curriculum and alignment 
o Direct Interactive Instruction 
o Differentiated Instruction: GATE, EL, SWD 
o Thinking Maps 
o Collaboration: Professional Learning Communities (PLC) 
o Intervention Models: RtI2, alternative education, conflict resolution 
o Parent involvement and education 

Professional Development evaluation and effective implementation has been negotiated to be 
reflected in the SIG teacher evaluation.  This will be measured by both administrative observations 



and teacher portfolios. 
Funding: School Improvement funds will be used to hire TOAs, subsidize substitute teachers, 
provide hourly teacher compensation, and professional development seminars/workshops.  
Moreover, the SIG funds will be used to create a professional development resource center that will 
contain computers, manipulatives, teaching resources, and supplies to assist teachers in the 
implementation of the professional development plan.  District level funds will be used to supplement 
SIG professional development when appropriate. 
Funding Source: SIG, LEA General Funds, Site General Funds, CAHSEE Intensive Instruction and 
Services (if available), Discretionary Block Grant, Economic Impact Aid/Limited English Proficiency, 
Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory Education, Gifted and Talented Education Program, AB 
825 School and Library Improvement Block Grant, Title I, Title II, Title III, and Carl Perkins. 
Barriers: A coordinated articulation process must be implemented to ensure adequate funds are 
allocated for teacher compensation, supplies, conferences, and presenters. The LEA will have to 
work with site administrators in the planning and implementation of the professional development 
plan to ensure that enough funds are allocated. 

 
(E)  Financial incentives and/or promotion/career growth to recruit, place, and retain staff. 
Plan: FUSD will provide financial incentives to staff for completing tasks outside their regular work 
day that are essential to the proper implementation of the SIG implementation such as professional 
development, collaboration time, extended day, extra working days, leadership training, and 
community involvement.  There will be a systematic approach to assist in the development of 
teacher leaders by providing promotion and career growth opportunities such as participation in 
administrative duties, leadership training, department chair training, the creation of lead teacher 
roles (grade level leaders, etc.), and instructional coaches.  Staff will also have more opportunities to 
be involved in the decision making process through participation in the School-wide Leadership 
Team, SLC/SIG/AVID advisory team, ELAC, SSC, and district level committees.  Extended learning 
time for all students has already been negotiated as part of the Transformation process for the 
upcoming 2010-2011 school year.  The LEA will provide Fontana A. B. Miller with flexibility in hiring, 
removing, and accepting transfers.  MHS will not be required to accept a staff member without the 
mutual consent of the staff member and principal, regardless of the employee’s seniority.  Human 
Resources will assist the site in removing staff members who fall below the standards set forth by 
the SIG evaluation by placing them at other school sites within the District. 
Funding:  Adequate SIG funds will be allocated to compensate staff for successful completion of 
tasks outside their regular work day that are essential to the proper implementation of the SIG such 
as Professional Development, collaboration time, extended day, extra working days, and release 
time during the school day for staff members to attend promotion and career growth opportunities.  
The LEA will use District level support and funds to supplement SIG funds when appropriate and 
available. 
Funding Source: SIG, LEA General Funds, Site General Funds, Economic Impact Aid/Limited 
English Proficiency, Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory Education, Gifted and Talented 
Education Program, Title I, Title II, and Carl Perkins. 
Barriers:  Although the LEA will allocate SIG fund and District level funds needed to accomplish all 
the components of the SIG, the final allocation will be based on actual SIG funding and available 
District level funds allocations. 

(2)  Comprehensive instructional reform strategies: 
(A)  Identify & implement instructional program (data driven/research-based/standards based). 



Plan: Implement a standards-based curriculum and assessment system that incorporates curriculum 
aligned to the CST, revised pacing guides, and common assessments in core curricular areas.  The 
Academic Program Survey demonstrated a need for accelerating the new English Language Arts 
textbook adoption at Fontana A.B. Miller High school regardless of the fact that the other high 
schools in the district may have to wait to do so; the LEA has pledged funding for this adoption to 
ensure textbooks, supplemental materials, and training are available before the commencement of 
the 2010-2011 school year.  The LEA—in conjunction with site administration—will conduct periodic 
reviews to help ensure that the curriculum is being implemented with fidelity, is having the intended 
positive impact on student achievement, and is being modified in real time to match the needs of 
individual students.  This task will require an administrator to conduct and present program 
effectiveness studies, systematic classroom visits, teacher surveys, and collection of student 
work/data.   
 
The LEA and School site will provide additional support and professional development to teachers 
and administration in order to implement effective instructional strategies to support students with 
disabilities in the least restrictive environment and to ensure that Limited English Proficient students 
acquire language skills to master academic content.  MHS is in the initial steps in creating a school-
wide RtI2 model which will rely on a pyramid of interventions to be used systematically. Support will 
be provided through Professional Development in RtI2 and differentiated instruction.  Moreover, 
funds will be allocated to ensure proper staffing in intervention courses that may include classroom 
aides, EL specialist, and a SWD specialist.  In accordance with the FUSD EL Master Plan, an 
English Learner Support Team (ELST) will be created to better monitor EL student’s academic 
growth and redesignation. 
 
The new instructional program will also include technology-based supports and interventions such 
as Computer Based Instruction (CBI), computer labs, staff notebook computers, interactive 
whiteboards, and document cameras.  
 
Rigor will be increased by offering opportunities for students to enroll in advanced AP classes, 
academic electives, Chaffey Junior College congruent enrollment, and participation in existing 
academies (TEAM, H.S.A., AVID, GATE). 
 
The new instructional program will facilitate the transition from middle school to high school by 
offering incoming freshmen the Miller Introductory Course (MIC) during the school year and Summer 
School enrichment courses that offer reading, writing, math, study skills, organizational skills, drugs 
and alcohol prevention, and school involvement within the curriculum. 
 
Increasing the graduation rate will be a major goal within the SIG parameters.  The site will use a 
computer-based credit recovery program (A+), small learning communities, remedial classes, Adult 
Education, congruent enrollment, extended day ROP classes and independent studies. The plan 
includes a systematic approach to identify and provide these services to at-risk students by 
conducting quarterly grade monitoring, parent-teacher conferences, academic intervention meetings, 
Alcohol and other Drugs Recovery programs, and counselor presentations. 
 
Funding: The instructional reforms will be the cornerstone of the A. B. Miller SIG plan.  The LEA, site 
administration and stakeholders all believe that the instructional reforms implemented will have the 



greatest impact on student achievement. Specifically, changes to the Math intervention program (in 
the form of Algebra readiness) and the replacement of the outdated ELA adoptions as well as the 
use of benchmark tests in other core areas such as science and social studies should all have a 
positive impact on increasing student achievement.  The LEA has pledged to use District funds to 
implement this comprehensive overall of the instructional program at the beginning of the school 
year since SIG funding will not be available to the LEA until October 2010.  Once SIG funding is 
available, SIG funds will be the primarily used to provide the required services of the SIG plan while 
District level funds will be used to supplement and ensure the plan is fully implemented.  Funds will 
be allocated for the following tasks.  ELA Adoption: textbooks, supplemental materials, and the 
associated professional development. Contract with Action Learning Systems to assist in the 
alignment of site-based common assessments to the state standards.  Additional working days for 
administrators to conduct and present program effectiveness studies, surveys, and data.  Targeted 
and specific professional development that includes follow-up monitoring and support.  Additional 
staffing in remedial courses that may include classroom aides, ELL specialist, and a SWD specialist. 
Expanded Educational Technology resources such as Computer Based Instruction, computer labs, 
staff laptops, interactive white boards, projectors, printers, scanners, storage media, document 
cameras, student responders, and digital microscopes.  Instructional supplies and activities for 
Advanced Placement classes & academic elective, Freshmen Miller Introductory Course (MIC), 
TEAM, H.S.A., AVID, and GATE.  Chaffey congruent enrollment and participation in existing 
academies (SLC, TEAM, H.S.A., AVID, GATE). 

o Summer school enrichment courses for incoming 9th graders. 
o Instructional supplies and activities for remedial classes and independent 

studies. 
o Counseling services for at-risk students: Alcohol and other Drugs Program, 

parent meetings outside the regular work day, anger management, and truancy. 
o After school tutoring (tutoring center). 

Funding Source: SIG, LEA General Funds, Site General Funds, CAHSEE Intensive Instruction and 
Services (if available), Discretionary Block Grant, Economic Impact Aid/Limited English Proficiency, 
Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory Education, Gifted and Talented Education Program, AB 
825 School and Library Improvement Block Grant, Title I, Title II, Title III, Title IV, and Carl Perkins. 
Barriers:  Allocation of funding for the instructional programs will be a priority for the LEA and the 
school site although the funding allocated for this part of the plan will be determined by what portion 
of the funding will come from the SIG and the amount available from District level funding 
(categorical and general funds) for the upcoming year.  Some aspects of this plan may be readjusted 
or canceled due to lack of funding. 

 
(B)  Promote the continuous use of student data. 
Plan: The LEA and Fontana A. B. Miller will continue to implement the current data management 
system OARS to develop and promote the continuous use of student data to drive instruction.  To 
ensure teachers have time to use this data to inform planning and instruction, core subject matter 
teachers will have a subject specific common preparatory period for the 2010-2011 school year.  The 
common preparatory period will allow teachers, administrators, support staff, and District level 
personnel adequate time within the school day to meet, discuss, create, and/or modify student data, 
surveys, and assessments.  Furthermore, subject-specific and/or program-specific professional 
development will be provided and conducted during these common preparatory periods.  The SIG 
will provide adequate funding, meeting opportunities, and collaboration time to effectively review 



student data such as: 
o Site-based common assessments. 
o CST and CAHSEE cluster data (via OARS). 
o District benchmark assessments (via OARS). 
o Student surveys and quarterly failure rates. 
o Student data: CELDT, CAHSEE, STAR, graduation rates (via OARS).  

Funding: SIG and District level funding will be used to provide data analysis assistance, staff 
development opportunities, extra-duty pay for collaboration time that occurs outside the regular work 
day, and supplies to conduct and input common/benchmark assessments (scanners, printers, 
computers, etc.). 
Funding Source: SIG, LEA General Funds, Site General Funds, Economic Impact Aid/Limited 
English Proficiency, Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory Education, Gifted and Talented 
Education Program, Title I, Title II, Title III, and Title IV. 
Barriers:  The primary barrier to effectively implement the plan will be the final SIG funding allocation 
as well as final District level funding resources (categorical and general).  Data analysis is an 
imperative process within the plan and therefore will continue to occur inside the teacher’s regular 
work day regardless of funding. 
 
(3)  Increasing learning time and creating community-oriented schools: 
(A)  Establish schedules and strategies that provide increased learning time. 
Plan: In order to secure approval from Fontana Teachers’ Association (FTA) of the Transformation 
Model at Fontana A. B. Miller, and due to the timeline of the SIG application process and funding, 
the LEA has committed to guarantee funding for year one of the extended school day plan.  While 
the extended day is budgeted for all three years, in an attempt to show good faith, the LEA will 
allocate District level funding prior to receiving the SIG funds.  Extending or restructuring the school 
day will serve to add time to better implement strategies that increase student achievement and build 
relationships between students, faculty, and other school staff.  The addition of a 7th period class will 
create 124 additional sections to implement intervention classes, add academic electives, retain and 
supplement current electives, reduce the number of credit deficient students, and reduce class size 
in the four core content areas.  
Funding: The LEA has committed to guarantee funding for year one for the extended school day; 
approved SIG funds will be used in place of District funds once the grant is approved.  If the grant is 
not approved, the District will cover the teacher compensation cost for the entire 2010-2011 school 
year. 

Funding Source: SIG, LEA General Funds, and Site General Funds. 
Barriers: Lack of SIG funding will require cancellation of the extended learning time for the second 
and third years of the grant.  The increased learning time is the foundation to the SIG plan and 
allows for the implementation of intervention and enrichment courses; most SIG activities will not be 
implemented without the extended learning time. 
 
(B)  Provide ongoing mechanisms for family and community engagement. 
Plan: The LEA and school site will partner with parents and parent organizations, community-based 
organizations, State and local agencies, as well as others to improve the school culture and climate, 
improve student discipline, and create a safe school environment that meets students’ social, 
emotional, and health needs.  In order to coordinate these services and promote these opportunities 
with the MHS Community, an Instructional Support Teacher to focus on Community Involvement.  



This person will also serve as a liaison between teachers and parents, assisting with communication 
regarding student achievement.  Parent involvement opportunities will also be available through 
meetings and events such as “Coffee with the Principal,” SSC and ELAC meetings, report card pick-
up, Back to School Night, the “Spring Spectacular” performance, monthly parent workshops, movie 
nights, a car show, restaurant nights, a carnival, and multicultural days.  Furthermore, parents will 
have the opportunity to be involved in their students’ education through Zangle Parent Connect, 
TeleParent, the school website, email, classroom visits, and the availability of translators.  The LEA 
and school site will partner with city, county, and state agencies such as CalSAFE, San Bernardino 
County Social Services, CalWorks, and Child Protective Services to provide services to our at-risk 
students such as anger management classes, crisis counseling, truancy classes, and the Alcohol 
and Other Drugs prevention program. 
The LEA and school site will also provide students with positive behavioral rewards and promote 
extracurricular activities (arts and sports) through the funding of “physicals” for sports, the 
purchasing of athletic equipment, facility improvements, guest speakers, college fieldtrips, and 
additional coaches/advisors. 
Funding: SIG funds will be allocated to implement the following aspects of the parent/community 
involvement plan: 

o Food for parent/community meetings. 
o Entertainment for parent/community meetings. 
o TeleParent, translators, Parent Connect. 
o Arts and Sports. 
o Site Instructional Support Teacher focused on Community Involvement  
o Guest speakers. 

Funding Source: SIG, LEA General Funds, Site General Funds, Discretionary Block Grant, 
Economic Impact Aid/Limited English Proficiency, Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory 
Education, Gifted and Talented Education Program, AB 825 School and Library Improvement Block 
Grant, Title I, Title II, Title III, and Title IV. 
Barriers: Final SIG funding allocation to pay for personnel and activities.  Lack of community 
participation, apathy, and misunderstanding of SIG components.  
 
(4)  Providing operational flexibility and sustained support: 
(A)  Give the school sufficient operational flexibility. 
Plan: The LEA will provide MHS with flexibility in hiring and removing staff members. MHS will not be 
required to accept a staff member without the mutual consent of the staff member and principal.  
Human Resources will assist the site in removing staff members who fall below standards set forth 
by the SIG evaluation and placing them at other school sites within the District. 

o Flexibility in hiring and removing staff members.  
o Flexible curriculum maps (teachers will be encouraged to collaboratively edit the 

maps based on information from common assessments and student needs) 
o New ELA adoption 
o Extending learning time 
o District photocopy allocation 
o Leadership team decisions 
o Math program (Algebra Readiness for 9th grade core intervention). 

Funding: No additional funding needed for this section of the plan.  Funds have been allocated for 
the new ELA textbook adoption; extended learning time, revised curricular maps, photocopy 



allocations, and intervention math program in the other sections of the plan. 

Funding Source: Funding already allocated in other sections of the plan. 
Barriers: The LEA will have to negotiate with Fontana Teacher’s Association the acceptance of the 
items that may be in contrast to the current Bargaining Agreement. 
 
(B)  School receives ongoing, intensive technical assistance and support from the LEA and SEA. 
Plan: Obtain board approval and Board Resolution stating support for all School Improvement Grant 
(SIG) components.  (Attachment iii.3) 
Funding: No additional funding needed for this section of the plan. 
Funding Source: No funding needed. 
Barriers: Board must approve all aspects of the plan and be in agreement with the transformation of 
A. B. Miller High School (MHS) 
 
 
The LEA has one school identified as persistently low achieving.  The superintendent has prioritized 
the transformation model at MHS. 
 
iv. Recruitment, Screening, and Selection of External Providers 

Response: 
 

The LEA does not intend to use external entities to provide technical assistance in selecting, 
developing, or implementing the transformation model at A.B. Miller.   
 

v. Alignment of Other Resources with the Selected Intervention Models  
Response: 
 

Coordination of Services: 
Through a series of meetings and negotiations, the District level personnel have agreed to support 
the SIG process and Fontana A.B. Miller High School through the following coordination of services: 
 
Superintendent: 

 The site SIG team works on the Transformation model and application, while the LEA SIG 
team negotiates and substantiates the site SIG team recommendations.   

 The district office is committed to making A. B. Miller a priority in the implementation of the 
SIG, LEA Plan, Professional Development, EL Master Plan, and allocation of resources. 

 The district office will train all District Directors on the Center on Innovation and Improvement 
(CII) handbook. 

 The district office will assist in providing information to Stakeholders such as DAC, DELAC, 
GATE, PTA, Superintendent’s Advisory, Chamber of Commerce, Faith Based Leadership, 
and other site administrators. 

 The district office will allocate District resources to ensure proper support and implementation 
of SIG components. 

o Rigorous Curriculum and Instruction:  Instructional & Student Services (ISS) 
Professional Development Team, Assessment and Evaluation, Secondary Instruction, 
EL Services, Career and Technical Education 

o Assessment and Accountability:  EL Services, Special Education, Assessment & 



Evaluation, ISS Professional Development Team 
o Teacher Quality and Professional Development:  Professional Development, ISS 

Professional Development Team 
o Student and Family Support:  Categorical Programs, Fontana School Police, 

Enrollment Center, Child Welfare and Attendance 
o Stakeholder Engagement:  Superintendent of Schools, Technology, Career and 

Technical Education, San Bernardino County Library, Categorical Programs 
o Leadership and Governance:  Superintendent of Schools, Human Resources, 

Secondary Instruction, Professional Development  
o Organization and Structure:  Instructional & Student Services, Human Resources 
o Resources for Sustainability:  Superintendent of Schools, Human Resources, Business 

Services, Instructional & Student Services, and Fontana School Police 
 

Secondary Instruction: 
 Secondary Instruction will prioritize Fontana A.B. Miller’s SIG plan by providing staff and other 

resources to ensure proper implementation of the plan. 
 Secondary Instruction will provide MHS with support implementation of Direct Interactive 

Instruction and Thinking Maps through professional development activities that follow the 
instructional coaching cycle of planning, demonstration, observation, and feedback. 

 Secondary Instruction will provide staff for site level department meetings, SIG planning and 
implementation, and administrative support concerning the implementation of Core 
Curriculum and Instruction. 

 Secondary Instruction will provide staff to help MHS in the PLC process, assisting in 
collaboration through core curricular areas and the development of common assessments. 

 Secondary Instruction will allocate funds to implement new textbook adoption for English 
Language Arts and intervention classes. 

 
Assessment & Evaluation: 

 Training for all Miller Staff members in the district data management system OARS 
 Assist with administration of State mandated testing ( CELDT,  CST, CAHSEE) 

Special Education (SELPA): 
 SELPA will provide adequate staffing for RSP, SDC, ED, OI, and VI students within the 

school site. 
 SELPA will facilitate staff development through the use of District level coaches (Teachers on 

Assignments) and coordination with Staff Development department. 
 

English Learner Services: 
 EL Services will facilitate the implementation of the School Improvement Grant trough the use 

of EL Coaches and classroom resources for site ELL department. 
 EL Services will provide the site with professional development opportunities geared towards 

ELL students such as the implementation of the FUSD EL Master Plan, and research-based 
instructional strategies that are proven to be effective with English Learners such as Guided 
Language Acquisition Design (GLAD), Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English 
(SDAIE), and Structured Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP). 
 



Categorical Programs: 
 The Categorical Department will assist in the alignment of the state and federal funds, SPSA, 

Smaller Learning Communities, SIG, and parental involvement support. 
 

Human Resources: 
 Human Resources will assist in the implementation of the School Improvement Grant by 

negotiating with the Fontana Teachers Association, staff hiring and removal, staff transfers, 
and reconciling credentialing issues. 
 

Staff Development: 
 Staff Development will work with site and district administration to set up and conduct site 

specific professional development.  The staff development provided will be based on 
information gathered through the SIG needs assessment and work around site calendar and 
schedules. 
 

Enrollment Center: 
 The Enrollment Center will take over the enrollment of students for A. B. Miller High School 

commencing with the 2010-2011 school year.  Currently, parents enroll their students at the 
school site, taking valuable time away from our clerical staff to assist Guidance Staff in the 
services provided to students.  The new procedures will allow the allocation of time and 
clerical staff into the implementation of the School Improvement Grant tasks, such as 
identifying at risk students. 
 

Food Services: 
 Food services will provide the school adequate staff and facilities to feed our students through 

the implementation of the School Improvement Grant; which includes a shortening of the 
Lunch period from 46 minutes to 30 minutes. 

 
The LEA has pledged to supplement SIG funding with the District categorical and general 
funds to ensure proper implementation of the SIG plan.  Furthermore, due to the 
unavailability of SIG funding until October 2010, the LEA will use District level funds to 
ensure critical aspects of the SIG plan are implemented for the commencement of the 2010-
2011 school year.  Site level Categorical and general funds will also be used to ensure proper 
implementation of the SIG plan through coordination and inclusion within the school’s SPSA.  The 
following is a list of District and site level funds and how they will be used to supplement and/or front-
load SIG funding. 
 
General Funds (District and Site) 
Program Intent: General funds provide the core educational program and an equitable base facilities 
and materials to all students. 
 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 FTA negotiated increased learning time compensation. 
 FTA negotiated API/AYP goal bonus. 
 FTA negotiated Additional Service to Community Bonus. 



 Extra working days for administration. 
 Staff incentives/awards. 
 Community Liaison. 
 Part–time Probation Officer on campus. 
 Campus Security Officer extended hours. 
 Instructional & Student Services Teacher on Assignment salaries. 
 School Site Instructional Support Teachers salaries. 
 Clerical aides/Clerks to assist with data management. 
 Link Crew/Peer Leading/MIC stipend. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Advanced Placement training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 ACSA training for administrators. 
 Assistance with the creation of site-based common assessments by outside consultants. 
 Business cards for all staff. 
 Marque to improve communication with community. 
 Commitment to Graduate program. 
 Instructional materials to support all academic programs. 
 Student rewards system to improve student achievement. 
 Supplemental reading materials for all students. 
 TeleParent system to improve community involvement. 
 Parent workshops. 
 Movie Nights. 
 Community fall carnival. 

 
CAHSEE Intensive Instruction and Services (District)  
Program Intent:  Provides supplemental funding to support additional programs and services for 
students who have not passed the California High School Exit Exam.   
 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 One-on-one or small group instruction.  
 State Approved CAHSEE Preparation/Intervention Materials 
 Additional teaching staff. 
 Diagnostic assessment and interpretive materials. 
 Pupil counseling. 
 Appropriate staff development. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
 
 
Discretionary Block Grant (District & Site) 



Program Intent:  Provide one-time resources to support a variety of uses that sites and districts may 
select to address a range of operational and school improvement needs.  Use of funds is proposed 
by each school's School Site Council. 
 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 Classroom and laboratory supplies and materials. 
 School and classroom library materials. 
 Educational technology. 
 Deferred maintenance. 
 One-time expenditures designed to close the achievement gap,  
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Supplemental Instructional Materials to support academic program. 

 
Economic Impact Aid/Limited English Proficiency (District & Site) 
Program Intent:  Provides supplemental funding to support additional programs and services for 
English learners and economically disadvantaged students.  Economic Impact Aid (EIA) is included 
in the consolidated application and all local education agencies are eligible to participate to the 
extent they provide services to English learners and economically disadvantaged students. 

SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: Paraprofessionals  

 Supplemental resource teachers. 
 Support for English Learner Advisory Committee. 
 Supplemental materials. 
 Extra assistance for low income students. 
 Training for teachers to support needs of low income and/or English learner students. 
 Instructional & Student Services Teacher on Assignment salaries. 
 School Site Instructional Support Teachers’ salaries. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Instructional Materials to support academic program. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
 
 
 
Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory Education (District & Site) 



Program Intent:  Provides supplemental funding to support additional programs and serve 
economically disadvantaged students and low achieving students.  Economic Impact Aid (EIA)/SCE 
is included in the consolidated application and all local education agencies are eligible to participate 
to the extent they provide services to economically disadvantaged students and low achieving 
students. 

SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks:  

 Paraprofessionals.  
 Supplemental resource teachers.  
 Supplemental materials. 
 Extra assistance for low income, low achieving students.  
 Training for teachers to support needs of low income and/or low achieving students. 
 Extra working days for Administration. 
 Community Liaison. 
 Part–time Probation Officer on campus. 
 Campus Security Officer extended hours. 
 School Site Instructional Support Teachers’ salaries. 
 Clerical aides/Clerks to assist with data management. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Advanced Placement training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Assistance with the creation of site-based common assessments by outside consultants. 
 Commitment to Graduate program. 
 Instructional materials to support academic program. 
 Supplemental reading materials. 
 TeleParent system to improve community involvement. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
Gifted and Talented Education Program (District & Site) 
Program Intent: Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) funding supports unique opportunities for 
high-achieving and underachieving students in public elementary and secondary schools in 
California who are identified as gifted and talented. 
 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 Instructional materials for Advanced Placement and academic elective courses. 
 Training for teachers to support needs GATE students. 
 Classroom and laboratory supplies and materials. 
 School and classroom library materials. 
 Educational technology. 
 RtI2 Training. 



 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Advanced Placement training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Instructional Materials to support academic program. 
 Student rewards system to improve student achievement. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
AB 825 School and Library Improvement Block Grant (District & Site) 
Program Intent: To provide state resources targeted towards site-level improvement and library 
material needs.  Dollars allocated to the School Library Program must be used toward supporting 
needs as identified in the district-wide school library plan. 

 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 School Library Materials. 
 Training for staff. 
 Core and supplemental instructional materials and resources. 
 Library resources, including books, periodicals, computer software, and computers. 
 Equipment necessary to provide access to school library resources within the school library 

and online resources. 
 Instructional Materials to support academic program. 
 Supplemental reading materials. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 

 
NCLB: Title I (District) 
Program Intent:  The purpose of Title I, Parts A and D, is to ensure that all children have a fair, 
equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, 
proficiency on the state content standards and assessments. There are two grant types for Title I, 
Part A (Basic Grant) and Part D (Neglected and Delinquent). Together these two grant types form 
the Title I entitlement program. 
 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 Instructional & Student Services Teacher on Assignment salaries  
 TeleParent system to improve community involvement. 
 Parent workshops. 
 Professional Development 

 
NCLB: Title II, Part A, Teacher Quality (District) 
Program Intent:  The purpose of Title II, Part A is to increase the academic achievement of all 
students by helping schools and districts to: (1) improve teacher and principal quality through 
professional development and other activities, including reduced class sizes; and (2) ensure all 
teachers are highly qualified.  It combined Eisenhower Professional Development Grant and federal 
Class-Size Reduction programs into one program that focuses on preparing, training, and recruiting 



high-quality teachers. Allows LEAs increased flexibility to allocate funds among professional 
development, class-size reduction, and other teacher quality activities. 
 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 Purposes based on comprehensive collaborative needs assessment that involves teachers, 
paraprofessionals, principals, parents, and other relevant school personnel.  

 Reforming teacher and principal recruitment and retention initiatives. 
 Teacher and principal mentoring.  
 FTA negotiated increased learning time compensation. 
 FTA negotiated API/AYP goal bonus. 
 Staff incentives/awards. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 ACSA training for administrators. 

 
NCLB: Title III, Immigrant Education Program/Limited English Proficient (LEP) Program 
(District) 
Program Intent:  The purpose of Title III is to assist English Language Learner students to acquire 
English and achieve grade-level and graduation standards.  This program is a sub-grant of the 
Consolidated Application.  Sub-grants are made available to eligible local educational agencies 
(LEAs) to provide supplementary programs and services to limited-English-proficient (LEP) students 
(known as English learners in California). 

 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 Enhanced instruction in the core academic subjects.  
 Instructional & Student Services Teacher on Assignment salaries  
 High-quality professional development for teachers and other staff. 
 Upgrading program objectives and instructional programs. 
 Identifying and improving curricula, materials, and assessments.  
 Providing tutorials for academic and/or career and technical education. 
 Coordinating language instruction program with other programs and services.  
 Providing community participation programs, including family literacy and parent outreach. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Supplemental reading materials. 
 TeleParent system to improve community involvement. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 

 
Carl Perkins (District and Site)  
Program Intent:  The purpose of Perkins funds it to support Career Technical Education in an effort 



to improve student achievement and participation.  

 
SIG Tasks: Funding will be used to supplement and front-load SIG funds to ensure the proper 
implementation of the following SIG tasks: 

 RtI2 professional development. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Instructional Materials to support Career and Technical program. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 

 
vi. Alignment of Proposed SIG Activities with Current DAIT Process (if applicable) 

Response 
 

The LEA is currently not receiving DAIT services and not under DAIT. 
 
vii. Modification of LEA Practices or Policies  

Response: 
      
The LEA has agreed to modify the following policies and practices for Fontana A.B. Miller High 
School. 
 
 
Policy:  ELA Textbook Adoption (Attachment vii.1) ELA adoption was postponed per SBE waiver. 
Rational: The current material is missing intervention instructional material for EL and SWD based 
upon the Academic Performance Survey.  Additionally teacher input indicates that the prior adoption 
is not fully addressing state standard aligned pacing guides. 
Process for Revision:   The LEA had previously selected a ELA adoption for the 2009-10 school year 
using the LEA standardized textbook adoption procedures.  These procedures include teacher, 
community and parent input.  The need for ELA adoption was indicated by the APS as well as 
teacher review of standard aligned LEA pacing guides.  The site level SIG committee and ELA 
department found this to be a priority need for the school.   
Proposed Revision and Outcomes: The Superintendent has directed Secondary Instruction to move 
forward with the high school adoption for MHS and earmarked funds to do so. Using the formal 
textbook adoption process, the District has selected a new ELA core curriculum.  Adoption was LEA 
Board approved at the June 23, 2010 school board meeting for only MHS. 
An updated curriculum containing built in differentiated instructional materials will support all 
teachers in the ELA department in providing for their students varied level of need.   The LEA staff 
development office has assured all teachers will be afforded AB 430 training for the new Holt 
adoption. 
The new adoption will better meet the needs of the EL and SWD populations as well as all students 
in need of remediation.  ELA proficiency is anticipated as a result of instructional material alignment. 
 
 
 
 
Policy:   Standardized high school instructional time.  Instructional time is determined by negotiated 
certificated agreement  (Attachment vii.2). 



Rational: Previously the six period day precluded intensive intervention for the number of students 
needing said intervention during the school day.   
Process for Revision:  After meeting with community members, SSC, ELAC, leadership team and 
SIG committee as well as reviewing student achievement data; it was determined that the current 
instructional time is not conducive to built-in interventions during the school day.  The APS 
reaffirmed the need for intervention during the instructional day.  A staff vote was conducted with 
89% of the staff approving additional instructional time to allow for a seven period day for the 2010-
2011 school year.  An MOU was signed with the Fontana Teachers Association to allow for an 
extension of the school day to a seven period day for all teachers at a reduced compensation rate of 
hourly pay rather than per diem compensation.    In order to reach the MOU the LEA agreed to pay 
for the extended instructional time through categorical dollars for the 2010-2011 school year as a 
sign of support for the transformation model at MHS. 
Proposed Revision and Outcomes:  The seven period day allows A.B. Miller to maintain a full 
offering of CTE classes, enrichment electives, expand AP offerings, and most importantly build in 
intensive intervention courses for the approximately 1/3 of the student population that require them.  
This also affords a reduced class size by approximately 20% in core classes.  MHS expects to see 
an increase in CAHSEE proficiency as well as passage rate.  In addition MHS anticipates improved 
student achievement scores in State and Federal measures as well as SIG planned goals. 
 
 
Policy:  The negotiated bargaining unit agreement regarding teacher compensation and evaluation. 
(Attachment vii.3)     
Rational: Provide a school-wide and individual rewards system to recognize the staff effort of 
improving student achievement and removal from MHS those teachers not achieving in the SIG 
evaluation process.  in order to net results faster and maximize the motivation of staff members to 
increase student achievement by implementation of a reward/removal system for MHS. 
Process for revision:  As a required element of the SIG transformation model selected by the LEA, 
the site level SIG committee created a quarterly evaluation for all certificated employees working at 
MHS.  The site level SIG committee consisted of teachers and administrators from MHS as well as 
LEA representatives. The LEA then reached a MOU with the local certificated bargaining unit to 
adopt the new evaluation and revise the existing agreement’s article 9 for evaluation of employees.  
Guidelines were established by the SIG committee for both removal and reward of staff members. 
Proposed revision and expected outcomes: The plan will examine teachers who have made positive 
results and will provide a system for removal of teachers who are not obtaining minimum percentage 
proficiency on SIG yearly evaluations.  Reward awardees will be selected for outstanding 
improvement and achievement in teacher attendance, community involvement, CST, API, and 
CAHSEE improvement, and completion of SIG tasks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy:  Administrative Consistency.  As a result of the economic crisis in California, FUSD issued a 
Reduction In Force notice to every administrator in March 2010, the LEA agreed to rescind all MHS 



administrative RIF notices and assigned all MHS administrators back to the site for the 2010-2011 
school year. 
Rational: Maintaining consistency within administration is a vital component of effectively 
implementing the proposed modifications.  If the LEA were to disband MHS’s current administrative 
team, a period of readjustment for staff and students would ensue; thus delaying the progress that 
must be made.  In addition, the WASC self-study indicated an area of need for MHS involved the 
persistent turnover of administrative staff at MHS over the past seven years.   
Process for revision:  The MHS staff and community indicated through public comment at the SIG 
community meetings a desire to maintain the current administrative team.  In addition the WASC 
self-study conducted in the fall of 2009 indicated a critical area of need to be administrative 
consistency. There has been a commitment from the LEA to keep the newly appointed 
administrative team intact to lead the transformation process.  This will ensure that MHS is protected 
from administrative cuts that might disband the site’s current team.   
Proposed revision and expected outcomes: It is expected that improvements in student 
achievement, student discipline, and teacher effectiveness will occur as a result of consistent 
leadership. 
 
 
Policy:  Administrative work year. Administrative work days will be decreased by five days for the 
2010-2011 school year due to the economic crisis hitting all levels of education.    The LEA will 
ensure that MHS be able to add to work days and year to extend student instructional time.  
Administrators at MHS will be expected to serve an additional 15 days. 
Rational: Implementing the modifications for SIG will require administration to take on additional 
responsibilities.  These responsibilities will be a drastic increase to the already demanding workload 
of administrators, as they, the administrators, manage the grant and ensure its compliance.      
Process for revision:  The SIG committee agreed that the additional work days are needed and will 
be paid using the SIG funds.  The LEA will provide additional administrative work days for training, 
reporting, and School Improvement Grant management.  Administration accepted the SIG 
committee’s proposal. 
Proposed revision and expected outcomes: As a result of the administrators working additional days, 
the LEA’s proposal for raising student achievement will be effectively and efficiently implemented.  In 
addition the likelihood for retention of current administrators at MHS will be increased. 
 
 
Policy:  Teacher Evaluation  (Attachment vii.4)  Per district policy, teacher evaluations for a tenured 
teacher are observed twice a year, with one formal and one informal observation, every two years.  
The evaluation is negotiated by the collective bargaining agreement and follows the California 
Standards for the Teaching Profession.  Probationary teachers are observed four times a year, with 
two formal and two informal observations per year, for two years. 
Rational: The additional evaluation is a necessary component in ensuring staff accountability and 
compliance of the grant.      
Process for revision:  The LEA and the Fontana Teachers Association (FTA) negotiated the 
additional evaluation. The LEA consulted the SIG committee for evaluation recommendations and 
the FTA consulted the bargaining members for evaluation recommendations, as well, prior to the 
negotiations.   
Proposed revision and expected outcomes: The expected outcome is implementation of 



expectations, which will net high student achievement. The evaluation is to be completed every two 
years.  The new evaluation system will be conducted yearly with quarterly reviews by the site’s 
administration.  The SIG Evaluation will be based on quarterly, monthly, and weekly observations 
and data gathering tools designed to assess professional practices, student achievement, and 
implementation of SIG tasks 
 
 
Policy:  Staffing Flexibility  Current LEA policies and negotiated agreements for transfers and 
employment are based upon seniority.   
Rational: Giving the school operational flexibility will allow MHS to put effective teachers in key areas 
and classes.  This allows students to be placed with the appropriate teachers for maximization of 
instruction and overall improvement in subject proficiency. 
Process for revision:  Proposed by the MHS SIG committee and presented to the LEA and 
bargaining unit agreement was reached to allow any teacher who did not wish to remain at MHS for 
the 2010-2011 school year to be transferred to another school within the district.  All parties agreed.  
Human Resources will assist with removing staff members who fall short of the standards set forth 
by the SIG evaluation and placing them at other school sites within the district for the 2011-2012 
school year.  Miller will receive ongoing, intensive technical assistance and support from LEA in this 
area. 
Proposed revision and expected outcomes: The LEA will provide MHS with flexibility in hiring, 
removing, and accepting transfers.  MHS will not be required to accept a staff member without the 
mutual consent of the staff member and principal. 
 
 
Policy:  9th Grade Algebra Course  (Attachment vii.6)  The LEA policy states that all students receive 
mathematic instruction in the 9th grade no lower than the Algebra I level.  MHS will be allowed to 
identify students in need of intensive intervention in mathematics and place them into an Algebra 
Readiness course. 
Rational: The need for a pre-algebra intentive intervention program was identified by MHS. 
Aproximately 120 entering 9th grade students are FBB or BB currently in their algebra readiness 
course in the 8th grade.   
Process for revision:  The APS indicated a lack of intensive intervention available for 9th grade 
students who are significantly below grade level.  Additionally,  examination of current student 
performance data on CST’s as well as the 9th grade failure rate of Algebra 1 students the math 
department and SIG committees determined that there was a need for pre-algebra as a course for 
incoming 9th grade students.    Data analysis by counseling department to identify students in need 
of intensive intervention entering the 9th grade showed a need for approximately 5 sections of pre-
algebra for incoming 9th grade students.  
Proposed revision and expected outcomes: Students will postpone Algebra I for a year, but will be 
better prepared for the curriculum and should result in improved student achievement in both the 
CST and CAHSEE assessments. 
 
 
 
The LEA recognizes that additional exceptions to policy and flexibility in operations are foundational 
for the success of MHS in the transformation process.  The LEA Cabinet and District Office 



personnel have given MHS open access to address any barriers in a successful implementation.  
Additional items of operational flexibility will need to occur as the model is implemented. 

viii. Sustainment of the Reforms after the Funding Period Ends 
Response: 
 

The LEA intends to implement a waiver to extend the funding through September 30, 2013. 
 
The LEA will continue utilizing the above mentioned (Narrative V) allocated categorical resources to 
sustain the implementation of the Transformation Model at MHS.  The Division of Instructional & 
Student Services established goals for a three-year period (2009-12).  The Division goals are:  
Increase student achievement, provide continuous staff development, increase organizational 
effectiveness and efficiency, and align the PK-16 system.  Through the integration of services, the 
LEA will provide systematic support to build a strong infrastructure by establishing significant roles 
and responsibilities for developing, monitoring, and supporting MHS. By establishing and cultivating 
leadership at the school level, on-site leaders will ensure program-level coordination and 
collaboration.  
 
The clear and comprehensive plan for use of resources other than SIG funds includes leverage site-
based funds, categorical funds, and general funds available through the district. Additionally, to 
support initiatives focused on RtI² implementation, funding from the local SELPA will be allocated 
appropriately. The commitment to the success of the initiative outlined in the application is not only 
based on the dedication of human and capital resources, but in the commitment to future funding 
and fiscal coordination. 
 
The following is a list of District and Site level funding and how they may be used to sustain the 
implementation of the Transformation Model at A. B. Miller High School: 
  
General Funds (District and Site) 

 Link Crew/Peer Leading/MIC stipend. 
 Maintain business cards for all staff. 
 Marque to improve communication with community. 
 Commitment to Graduate program. 

 
CAHSEE Intensive Instruction and Services (District)  

 One-on-one or small group instruction.  
 State Approved CAHSEE Preparation/Intervention Materials 
 Additional teaching staff. 
 Diagnostic assessment and interpretive materials. 
 Pupil counseling. 
 Appropriate staff development. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
 



Discretionary Block Grant (District & Site) 
 Classroom and laboratory supplies and materials. 
 School and classroom library materials. 
 Educational technology. 
 Deferred maintenance. 
 One-time expenditures designed to close the achievement gap,  
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Supplemental Instructional Materials to support academic program. 

 
Economic Impact Aid/Limited English Proficiency (District & Site) 

 Supplemental resource teachers. 
 Support for English Learner Advisory Committee. 
 Supplemental materials. 
 Extra assistance for low income students. 
 Training for teachers to support needs of low income and/or English learner students. 
 Instructional & Student Services Teacher on Assignment salaries. 
 School Site Instructional Support Teachers’ salaries. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Instructional Materials to support academic program. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
Economic Impact Aid/State Compensatory Education (District & Site)  

 Paraprofessionals.  
 Supplemental resource teachers.  
 Supplemental materials. 
 Extra assistance for low income, low achieving students.  
 Training for teachers to support needs of low income and/or low achieving students. 
 Extra working days for Administration. 
 Community Liaison. 
 Part–time Probation Officer on campus. 
 Campus Security Officer extended hours. 
 School Site Instructional Support Teachers’ salaries. 
 Clerical aides/Clerks to assist with data management. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Advanced Placement training. 



 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Assistance with the creation of site-based common assessments by outside consultants. 
 Commitment to Graduate program. 
 Instructional materials to support academic program. 
 Supplemental reading materials. 
 TeleParent system to improve community involvement. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
Gifted and Talented Education Program (District & Site) 

 Instructional materials for Advanced Placement and academic elective courses. 
 Training for teachers to support needs GATE students. 
 Classroom and laboratory supplies and materials. 
 School and classroom library materials. 
 Educational technology. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Advanced Placement training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Instructional Materials to support academic program. 
 Student rewards system to improve student achievement. 
 Parent workshops. 

 
AB 825 School and Library Improvement Block Grant (District & Site) 

 School Library Materials. 
 Training for staff. 
 Core and supplemental instructional materials and resources. 
 Library resources, including books, periodicals, computer software, and computers. 
 Equipment necessary to provide access to school library resources within the school library 

and online resources. 
 Instructional Materials to support academic program. 
 Supplemental reading materials. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 

 
NCLB: Title I (District) 

 Instructional & Student Services Teacher on Assignment salaries  
 TeleParent system to improve community involvement. 
 Parent workshops. 
 Professional Development 

 
 
 
NCLB: Title II, Part A, Teacher Quality (District) 



 Purposes based on comprehensive collaborative needs assessment that involves teachers, 
paraprofessionals, principals, parents, and other relevant school personnel.  

 Reforming teacher and principal recruitment and retention initiatives. 
 Teacher and principal mentoring.  
 FTA negotiated increased learning time compensation. 
 FTA negotiated API/AYP goal bonus. 
 Staff incentives/awards. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 AVID training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 ACSA training for administrators. 

 
NCLB: Title III, Immigrant Education Program/Limited English Proficient (LEP) Program 
(District) 

 Enhanced instruction in the core academic subjects.  
 Instructional & Student Services Teacher on Assignment salaries  
 High-quality professional development for teachers and other staff. 
 Upgrading program objectives and instructional programs. 
 Identifying and improving curricula, materials, and assessments.  
 Providing tutorials for academic and/or career and technical education. 
 Coordinating language instruction program with other programs and services.  
 Providing community participation programs, including family literacy and parent outreach. 
 RtI2 Training. 
 Professional Learning Communities training. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Supplemental reading materials. 
 TeleParent system to improve community involvement. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 

 
Carl Perkins (District and Site)  

 RtI2 professional development. 
 Substitute coverage for teachers to attend professional development. 
 Instructional Materials to support Career and Technical program. 
 Technology to support the implementation of the instructional model. 

 
 
ix. Establishment of Challenging LEA Annual School Goals for Student Achievement 

 
Response: 

 
The LEA has established four annual goals for student achievement for MHS.  These goals were 
established cooperatively with the site level SIG Committee, SSC, ELAC  and LEA.  The annual 
goals for student achievement are challenging, measurable, and based on state and district 
assessments in reading/language arts (RLA) and mathematics.  The LEA is committed to supporting 



these goals for MHS, as the goals are realistic and reflect high expectations for improved student 
achievement. 
 
On June 27, 2010, the LEA created a Strategic Plan for the District that established increase student 
achievement as the primary goal for each school.  The MHS principal will report to the director of 
secondary instruction all students who have not passed CAHSEE or are credit deficient by grade 
level.  The report will also include specific remediation plans for each student to be completed by the 
site level administration or counselors and submitted for review to the LEA.  While each of the below 
goals were created prior to the June 27, 2010 LEA committee meeting; they align with the LEA 
prioritized strategic plan. 
 
 
Goal #1:  Student proficiency rates on the California Standardized Tests (CST) in ELA and 
Mathematics will increase annually by 5%. (See Attachment ix.1 for current scores.) 
 
Table ix.1 

Annual Proficiency Goals on 
State Assessments (CST) 

Proposed Proficiency Goals 

 2008/2009 2009/2010  2010/2011 2011/2012 
Math   11.4% 16.4% 21.4% 26.4% 
ELA    20.8% 25.8% 30.8% 35.8% 

 
 
Monitoring:   
 
The MHS administration will implement a revised master schedule of courses for all CORE teachers 
of common assessed courses to share a common planning period.  All teachers of CORE subject 
areas will adhere to the LEA standards based pacing guide.  MHS administration will evaluate 
lesson plans quarterly as part of the SIG negotiated quarterly evaluation of teacher effectiveness. 
 
The MHS department heads of CORE subject areas and MHS administration will lead department 
members in the creation of common assessments for all CORE assessed courses.  These common 
assessments will be built over the next three years beginning with 9th grade CORE subjects.  MHS 
staff will receive imbedded professional development through Solution Tree for Professional 
Learning Communities to assist with this process.  The department heads will attend training in the 
summer of 2011. 
 
The LEA will provide quarterly benchmark exams to each CORE subject area for MHS.  The MHS 
teachers will give the exams to students and enter data into LEA provided student assessment 
system (OARS).  The MHS administrators will meet within two weeks of the exam with each subject 
area teams of teachers during a common planning period.  The MHS teachers will create a 
remediation/reteach plan for students not meeting LEA benchmark goals.  This plan will be 
evaluated and is part of the negotiated SIG teacher quarterly evaluation for teacher effectiveness.   
 
      
 



 
 
Goal #2:  Student proficiency rates for the Academic Performance Index (API) in ELA and 
Mathematics will increase annually by 5%. (See Attachment ix.2 for scores analyzed.).  
 
 
Table ix.2 

Annual Growth Goals on API Proposed Goals 

  2008/2009 2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 

Overall API  638 647 655 662 
 
 
Monitoring: 
 
Using the procedures outlined in goal #1, the LEA will assist MHS through consultation with the 
Director of Secondary Education in securing standards based materials and accompanying 
professional development for all CORE subject area teachers at MHS.  The LEA has secured 
funding for an updated ELA adoption outside of the allowable postponed LEA adoption to ensure 
standards aligned ELA material for all CORE teachers at MHS.  This adoption was approved at the 
June 23, 2010 board meeting.   
 
MHS will provide collaboration time through common planning periods for each CORE course 
offered.  The department chair or administrator will facilitate data discussions based upon the 
identifiable significant subgroups comprising the API.  For MHS these subgroups include:  English 
Language Learners, Socio/Economically Disadvantaged,  Student With Disabilities, Hispanic/Latino, 
White  and African American Subgroups.  The principal will monitor quarterly collaboration and 
professional development as led by the assistant principal/department chair of each department.  
The negotiated SIG quarterly evaluation will assess individual teacher/leader effectiveness. 
 
MHS will use common rubrics for district essay benchmarks. The 2010- 2011 rubrics (see 
attachment ix.5) will replace the previous rubric used by the LEA in order to align more closely with 
the state rubrics. Teachers will have opportunities to participate in collaborative planning and writing 
calibration workshops.  These opportunities allow teachers to discuss and form outlines for how the 
writing instruction for a given genre should be performed and how scores on district essay 
benchmarks are predictors for performance on the CAHSEE writing component.  District essay 
benchmarks will be given twice-once each semester.  After calibration training teachers will use 
common rubrics and exchange essays by grade level.  Teachers will analyze essay scores using 
OARS to develop a plan to move students out of the Intensive or Strategic level and into the 
Benchmark or Advanced level for the second district essay benchmark during second semester.  
 
School wide attendance will be monitored by the assistant principal for attendance and child welfare 
to assist in assurance of participation rates and daily attendance.  The assistant principal will work 
with the attendance office on a monthly basis to identify students with attendance below 90% and 
facilitate SARB meetings to address these issues with parents.   The assistant principal will identify 
for the testing coordinator those pupils potentially at risk for nonattendance during the testing 



window.   
         
 
Goal #3:  Graduation rates will increase annually by 0.3 % as required by the AYP growth 
guideline.     
 
In an effort to reflect challenging expectations and realistically improve student achievement on state 
assessments, MHS will work to increase our graduation rate. 
 
Table ix.3  
Graduation Rates  

2007-2008 
Goal  for  
2008-2009 

Goal for 
2009-2010 

Goal for 
2010-2011 

 86% 86.3% 86.6% 86.9% 
 
Monitoring: 
 
As part of the transformation model, MHS is extending the school day from a six period day to a 
seven period day.  One advantage of the additional period will be the ability of MHS to afford 
students the opportunity for credit recovery during the regular school day.  The extension of the 
school day was achieved negotiation between the LEA and the certificated bargaining unit and 
supported by an 89% vote of the staff.  The principal at MHS is responsible for the bell schedule and 
extending the seven period day beyond the SIG grant time frame.   
 
Additional opportunities for credit recovery for MHS student within the school day and on the school 
site include computer based instruction and Regional Occupational Programs which have been 
increased commencing with the 2010-2011 school year for MHS.  Additional opportunities for credit 
recovery include partnerships with Chaffey Community College, Valley College and Fontana Adult 
Education. The site level administrator, assistant principal, for career technical education is 
responsible for the ongoing administration of these programs.  Counselors, who report directly to the 
principal, are directed to place students in need of credit recovery in one of the on-site or off site 
options for students.  
 
As a preventative measure, counselors meet with students to inform them of state and district 
requirements for graduation and to explain what classes will be accepted to meet the various 
requirements. Counselors continually monitor student four year plans and credit accumulation to 
ensure progression towards graduation.  Counselors meet with students individually to plan credit 
recovery and to make sure state and district graduation requirements are being fulfilled. Counselors 
attend IEP meeting for students with special needs. Counselors utilize TeleParent and parent 
conferencing to inform students and parents of credit deficiencies and to enable parents to 
communicate with teachers for specific class guidance.  
 
Beginning with the fall of 2009, students at risk of non-graduation by credit deficiency were identified 
by an assistant principal.  Counselors then met with students and contacted parents to create an 
intervention plan most appropriate to achieve credit recovery and graduation.  A systematic 
approach was given by MHS administration to counselors to assist in identifying potential candidates 
for alternative education programs within the LEA.  This had not been past practice at MHS prior to 



the fall of 2009.  The system is now in place to increase the data pull to a quarterly basis to allow for 
more targeted intervention.   
 
 
 
Goal 4:  Student passage and proficiency rates on the California High School Exit Examination 
(CAHSEE) will increase annually by 5%. 
 
Table ix.4 

CAHSEE Statistics Goals 

 
2008-2009 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 

2009-2010 
unavailable 

   

Math Total Percent Passed 70% 75% 80% 85% 

 Total Percent Proficient 31.7% 36.7% 41.7% 46.7% 

ELA Total Percent Passed 70% 75% 80% 85% 

 Total Percent Proficient 35.5% 40.5% 45.5% 50.5% 

 
 
Monitoring: 
 
Commencing in July 2010, all students at MHS will be screened for potential deficiency in ELA and 
Mathematics by examining summative assessments, end of course examination, course grades, 
CST results, benchmark examination and CAHSEE scores if applicable.  The assistant principal will 
create a spread sheet for each grade level and make it available to each counselor.  The 
examination of these multiple measures will determine placement in remediation/intervention 
courses for the pending school year.  Courses to be selected by the counselor include:  pre-algebra 
(9th grade only), CAHSEE prep (math and ELA), Read 180, ELD additional support and study skills.  
Students will be tracked by intervention method applied and achievement on CAHSEE in both math 
and ELA.   
 
 
 

x. Inclusion of Tier III Schools (if applicable) 
Response: 

 
The LEA has no identified Tier III schools. 
 
 
 
 
xi. Consultation with Relevant Stakeholders 



Response: 
The Local Educational Agency, in conjunction with the school site, followed the federal and state 
guidelines in communicating with all stakeholders the process of choosing one of the four 
intervention models. The LEA and the school site developed a course of action that included:  
 

 Notification of staff was made on March 8, 2010 during an after school staff meeting. The staff 
was informed that the school had been placed on the state’s lowest performing schools list. 
The staff was made aware of how we were placed there and the preliminary implications. The 
LEA, along with school administration, then began developing a timeline and plan in 
accordance with the federal and state guidelines to notify parents, community, students and 
other stakeholders. The school site immediately made available to all staff, the link to the 
state and federal guidelines via the web.  Preliminary plans were presented for a grant writing 
committee to be formed with a cross-curricular emphasis. (Attachment xi.1) 

 
 On March 17, 2010, the LEA presented an explanation of Fontana A.B. Miller’s inclusion on 

the state’s persistently low-achieving school list to the governing Board and the community 
during open session at the board meeting. The school site held a discussion in their 
leadership meeting that afternoon, outlining the desire of the LEA to apply for and seek the 
school improvement grant in an effort to support the school in its effort to improve student 
achievement. (Attachment xi.2) 

 
 On April 5, 2010, the School Site Council was informed of the placement on the lowest 

performing schools list and the implications therein. Principal Griggs explained to the group 
through the four models available and discussed how they could impact the school site. She 
made available the state website and any information the school site had gathered. All 
stakeholders were invited to community meetings held on April 12 and April 13 at 6:00 pm, 
and to the board meeting on April 21st. Members were also invited to call or e-mail any 
questions, comments or concerns to site and district administration.  (Attachment xi.3) 

 
 On April 6, 2010, Principal Griggs held her first “Coffee with the Principal” which was open to 

the public.  The persistently low-achieving schools list was discussed, and participants were 
encouraged to attend one of two community meetings to be held on April 12 and April 13 at 
6:00 pm in the A.B. Miller Theater. Later that afternoon, the ELAC Committee met and was 
informed of the placement on the lowest performing schools list and the implications therein. 
Assistant Principal Titus explained to the group through the four models available and 
discussed how they could impact the school site. He made available the state website and 
any information the school site had gathered at that point. All were invited to community 
meetings to be held on April 12 and April 13 at 6:00 pm and to the board meeting on April 
21st. Members were also invited to call or e-mail any questions, comments or concerns to site 
and district administration.  (Attachments xi.4, xi.5) 

 
 On April 7, 2010, a regularly scheduled staff meeting was held.  Superintendent Olson-Binks 

was present and informed the staff of the LEA’s formal understanding of Fontana A.B. Miller’s 
placement on the persistently low-achieving schools list. She reviewed the four models 
mandated by the state and assured the staff of the LEA’s commitment to MHS. At the end of 
the meeting, Principal Griggs announced the formation of a School Improvement Grant 



Committee. She asked volunteers to e-mail their interest. (Attachment xi.6, xi.7) 
 

 On April 8, 2010, a list of the SIG Committee members was e-mailed to all the staff.  The staff 
was also informed of a Straw Poll that would be conducted regarding the four models for 
change.  Certificated staff was also made aware of the Department of Education Academic 
Program Survey (APS)  for High Schools that would need to be completed by all.  
(Attachments xi.8, xi.9) 

 
 On April 12, 2010, the initial meeting of the SIG Committee took place. Preliminary 

information was made available and the purpose of the committee was outlined. At 6:00 p.m. 
a community meeting was held by the school site to inform all stakeholders of A.B. Miller’s 
placement on the lowest performing schools list and the implications that would follow. Prior 
to the community meeting stakeholders were informed via TeleParent. Principal Griggs 
presented the community with the four models mandated by the state for school 
improvement. She expressed the school site and LEA’s desire to seek funds through a school 
improvement grant. During the meeting, stakeholders were encouraged to provide input to the 
process and fill-out comment cards to share their questions, comments or concerns. 
(Attachment xi.10, xi.11) 

 
 On April 13, 2010, the LEA held a community meeting at 6:00 p.m. in order to inform all 

stakeholders of A.B. Miller’s placement on the lowest performing schools list and the 
implications that would follow. Prior to the community meeting stakeholders were informed via 
TeleParent. Superintendent Olson-Binks presented the community with the four models 
mandated by the state for school improvement. She expressed the school site and LEA’s 
desire to seek funds through a school improvement grant. During the meeting, stakeholders 
were encouraged to provide input to the process and fill-out comment cards to share their 
questions, comments or concerns. (Attachment xi.12, xi.13) 

 
 On April 14, 2010, the SIG Committee met and discussed organization and duties to be 

delegated to members.  Work groups were established, timelines verified and norms for 
meetings distributed. 

 
 On April 16, 2010, the LEA and School Administration attended a county SIG information 

meeting. At this meeting, affected districts and sites were taken through the process of 
applying for the school improvement grant. In addition there was a live virtual call with 
California Department of Education. A meeting was held following the workshop with district 
personnel and site administration to clarify next steps.  

 
 On April 19, 2010, school site administration met with LEA to discuss best practices and how 

the district would implement an effective strategy for A.B. Miller High School. The SIG 
Committee met afterschool to set the agenda for “what’s next” in the process after receiving 
direction from the LEA.  (Attachment xi.15) 

 
 On April 21, 2010, Superintendent Olson-Binks presented the four models for school 

improvement mandated by the state to the board of Education in open session. After 
discussion, the Board voted 5-0 to implement the school transformation model for A.B. Miller 



High School. (Attachment xi.16, xi.17) 
 

 On April 22, 2010, the SIG Committee met and had an all day work session.  During this time, 
sub-groups met to work on different parts of the grant.  (Attachment xi.18, xi.19) 

 
 On April 24, 2010, the SIG Committee met and had an all day work session.  During this time, 

sub-groups met to work on different parts of the grant.  (Attachment xi.20) 
 

 On April 26, 2010, Principal Griggs attended negotiations with the FTA, where the SIG grant 
for A.B. Miller High School was discussed.  (Attachment xi.21) 

 On April 27, 2010, the SIG Committee met to de-brief on where they were at, and to discuss 
the agenda for the April 29 all day work session. 

 
 On April 29, 2010, the SIG Committee met and had an all day work session.  Two main areas 

had to be addressed for the afternoon staff meeting:  1. Bell schedule and teaching day, and 
2. Teacher evaluation under the SIG grant.  A staff meeting was held at 2:45, and Principal 
Griggs walked the staff through what the SIG Committee had come up with thus far.  An open 
discussion was held and the announcement of a staff meeting for May 5, 2010 to vote on the 
items discussed was announced.  (Attachment xi.22, xi.23) 

 
 May 3, 2010, Principal Griggs attended negotiations with the FTA, where the SIG grant for 

A.B. Miller High School was discussed.  The School Site Council met and was advised of the 
LEA recommendation of the school transformation model as the one that would be suggested 
for A.B. Miller High School.  Assistant Principal Merlos discussed what this would mean, and 
the progress the SIG grant committee was making in writing a plan to implement this model at 
Miller.  (Attachment xi.24, xi.25) 

 
 On May 5, 2010, the FTA conducted a bargaining member vote on the extension of 

instructional time by going to a seven period day.  The FTA began taking ballots at 10:30 
A.M., and concluded at the end of the staff meeting at approximately 3:45 P.M.  Those 
bargaining unit members who were not present were called by FTA management and asked 
to cast their ballot over the phone or in person first thing the next morning.  The staff was 
made aware that the results would be made known the following day. 
 

 May 5, 2010 Principal Griggs presented MHS transformation plan to Superintendent’s 
Advisory Council for input.  The Council is comprised of parent and staff representatives from 
each of the forty-four schools in the Fontana Unified School District.   

 
 On May 6, 2010, the results of the survey were announced to all staff at 8:30 A.M.  101 voted 

“Yes,” 13 voted “No,” and 6 “Opted-out.”  Eighty-nine percent of the staff voted to pass the 
newly proposed school schedule.  A minimum of seventy-five percent was required by 
bargaining unit contract to change the workday.  Those employees “opting-out” of the vote 
abstained because they were retiring or would not be working at MHS after June 1, 2010.   

 
 

 On May 7, 2010, the SIG committee met and reviewed the status of the grant application.  



Members split-up and continued to work on various parts of the grant, and met briefly upon 
conclusion of the workday to give the committee an update on the progress made.    
 

 May 18, 2010 Certificated bargaining unit negotiations for SIG grant items met with LEA and 
came to a tentative agreement.  MHS administration met with the director of certificated 
human resources to determine staffing and address MHS teachers wishing to leave MHS and 
not participate in the transformation model. 
 

 May 25, 2010 MOU signed between the Fontana Unified School District and the Fontana 
Teachers Association agreeing to 1.) Increased instructional time for all students, 2.)  
Reward/Removal SIG evaluation and participation, 3.) Acceptance of the Transformation 
model of school improvement. 

          
    
 
The LEA has worked with the school administration, faculty, parents and students in an effort to gain 
valuable input regarding the direction they want to take the school.  Thanks to these sessions, the 
Fontana Unified School District Board of Education took action to implement the transformation 
model for Fontana A.B. Miller High School.  The LEA in conjunction with the school site formed a 
SIG Committee to write and apply for competitive funds to assist in the transformation. The LEA has 
placed a large amount of trust and responsibility on the school site to plan and develop a 
transformation model that best addresses their specific needs and areas of improvement.  The LEA 
believes the changes that are necessary would best be developed and directed by those most 
affected, namely the stakeholders of Fontana A.B. Miller High School. 

  



SIG Form 4a–LEA Projected Budget 

LEA Projected Budget 

Fiscal Year 2009–10 

Name of LEA: Fontana Unified School District 

County/District (CD) Code: 3667710 

County: San Bernardino 
 

 

LEA Contact:  Oscar Duenas Telephone Number: (909) 357-5000 

E-Mail: duenos@fusd.net Fax Number:       (909) 357-5094 
  
SACS Resource Code:  3180 
Revenue Object: 8920 

 

 

 
Object  
Code 

 
Description of  

Line Item 

 
                   SIG Funds Budgeted 

FY 2010–11 FY 2011–12 FY 2012–13 

 1000– Certificated Personnel Salaries    
 1999     
     
 2000– Classified Personnel Salaries    
 2999     

     
 3000– Employee Benefits    
 3999     

     
4000– Books and Supplies    

  4999     
     

 5000– 
    5999 

Services and Other Operating 
Expenditures 

   

     
6000– Capital Outlay    

 6999     
     

 7310 & Transfers of Indirect Costs     
 7350     
     
 7370 & Transfers of Direct Support Costs     
 7380     

Total Amount Budgeted 
   

  



SIG Form 4b–School Projected Budget 

School Projected Budget 

Fiscal Year 2009–10 

Name of School: Fontana A. B. Miller High School 

County/District/School (CDS) Code: 3667710 

LEA: Fontana Unified School District  

LEA Contact: Oscar Duenas Telephone Number: (909) 357-5000 

E-Mail: duenos@fusd.net Fax Number: (909) 357-5094 
  
SACS Resource Code:  3180 
Revenue Object: 8920 

 

 

 
Object  
Code 

 
Description of  

Line Item 

 
                   SIG Funds Budgeted 

FY 2010–11 FY 2011–12 FY 2012–13 

1000-
1999 

Certificated Personnel Salaries $1,086,420 $1,213,660 $1,213,660

1140 Teacher Salaries (Substitutes) $     81,000 $     81,000 $     81,000
1150 
 

FTA Negotiated Increased Learning 
Time Per Teacher x135 teachers 
($4,068 Stipend) 

$   549,180 $   549,180 $   549,180

1150 API/Test Score Increase $1,000 per 
Certificated Staff Stipend (150 staff 
members) 

$   150,000 $   150,000 $   150,000

1150 Link Crew/Peer Leading/MIC 
Stipend – Not 1st Year (3x$3,000ea.)

$              0 $       9,000 $       9,000

1320 Extra Working Days for 
Administrators (15/10/10 Days x 5 
Administrators) 

$     40,000 $     27,000 $     27,000

1910 Teacher on Assignment x2 (1st year 
2nd Semester start 1/11/11) 

$     65,620 $   131,240 $   131,240

1910 Community Outreach Teacher x2 
(1st year 2nd Semester start 1/11/11) 

$     65,620 $   131,240 $   131,240

1950 Additional Service to Community 
$1,000 per Teacher/Counselor 
Stipend x 135 Teachers/Counselors 

$   135,000 $   135,000 $   135,000

2000-
2999 

Classified Personnel Salaries $     30,139 $     56,504 $     56,504

2210 CSO (1 additional employee 
x8hrs/day) 

$     14,631 $     29,262 $     29,262

2410 Clerical Support (1 Clerk Typist) $     11,735 $     23,469 $     23,469



2920 Translator (Monthly Parent 
Workshops x150hrs @ $17.15) 

$       2,573 $       2,573 $       2,573

2929 
 

Day Care (Monthly Parent 
Workshops x150hrs @ $8.00) 
 

$       1,200 $       1,200 $       1,200

3000-
3999 

Employee Benefits $   187,471 $   254,414 $   254,414

3101 State Teachers’ Retirement System, 
certificated positions (8.25%) 
 

$     89,630 $   100,127 $   100,127

3202 Public Employees’ Retirement 
System, classified positions 
(9.709%) 

$       2,810 $       5,370 $       5,370

3312 OASDI, Classified (6.2%) $       1,795 $       3,429 $       3,429
3331 OASDI Certificated (1.45%) $     15,754 $     17,599 $     17,599
3332 Medicare Classified (1.45%) $          438 $          820 $          820
3352 Apple Classified (3.75%) $            45 $            45 $            45
3411 Health and Welfare Benefits 

Certificated ($17,000 per full time 
employee) 

$     34,000 $     68,000 $     68,000

3412 Health and Welfare Benefits 
Classified ($17,000 per full time 
employee) 

$     17,000 $     34,000 $     34,000

3501 State Unemployment Insurance/SUI, 
certificated positions (0.72%) 
 

$       7,823 $       8,739 $       8,739

3502 State Unemployment Insurance, 
classified positions (0.72%) 
 

$          218 $          407 $          407

3601 Workers’ Compensation Insurance, 
certificated positions (1.25%) 

$     13,581 $     15,171 $     15,171

3602 Workers’ Compensation Insurance, 
classified positions (1.25%) 

$          377 $          707 $          707

4000-
4999  

Books and Supplies $  125,293 $   126,683 $   128,683

4210 Student Friendly Reading Materials 
(Magazines; Books; Free Printing for 
Students) 

$    15,000 $     15,000 $     15,000

4310 Instructional Materials  $    52,293 $     51,683 $     53,683
4330 Monthly Parent Workshops  $      5,000 $       5,000 $       5,000
4390 Movie Nights on Lawn (Community – 

Open to the School) 
$      3,000 $      5,000 $       5,000

4440 Technology $    50,000 $     50,000 $    50,000 
5000-
5999 

Services and Other Operating 
Expenditures 

$  388,876 $  257,500 $   255,500

5220 RTI Training (10 teachers per year) $     15,000 $     17,500 $   17,500 



5220 AVID Training (Summer Institute) $     10,000 $     20,000 $    20,000 
5220 PLC Training (School-wide 

Implementation) 
$     20,000 $    40,000 $    40,000 

5220 AP Training (Advanced Placement) $     10,000 $     10,000 $     10,000
5712 Business Cards for Staff 

(English/Spanish Contact Numbers) 
$       4,000 $       1,000 $       1,000

5801 Outside Pacing Guides/Bench Mark $     10,000 $      0 $      0 
5801 Probation ½ Matching Funds $     32,000 $    42,000 $    42,000 
5801 Fall Carnival (Homecoming) $       3,000 $      3,000 $      3,000 
5801 Honor and Celebrate Successful 

Graduates 
$     15,000 $    15,000 $    15,000 

5813 Outside Catering-community events $       5,000 $     20,000 $     20,000
5840 Teleparent Contract (software) $       3,000 $      3,000 $      3,000 
5850 Consultant Services/PLC Consultant $     10,000 $     10,000 $      8,000 
5881 Staff Incentives/Awards Perfect 

Attendance; Teacher of the Month; 
Staff Shirts/Miller Gear; Tickets for 
School Activities) 250 Staff 

$     30,000 $    40,000 $    40,000 

5882 Student Rewards for Improvement 
(Credit T-Shirts; 380 Reward; Good 
Grade Lunch Activity 4/year; Other 
Student Reward 

$     12,876 $    32,000 $    32,000 

5882 Student Award Activities $       4,000 $       4,000 $      4,000 
6000-
6999 

Capital Outlay $   100,000 $              0 $             0 

6400 Message Board, English/Spanish 
Capable (Cypress/Walnut) 

$   100,000 $              0 $             0 

7300-
7399 

Transfers of Indirect Costs 
(Effective 2008-09) 

$    85,801 $     91,239 $    91,239 

7310 Transfers of Indirect Costs 7350 
Transfers of Indirect Costs—
Interfund 4.78% (2010-11 rate) 

$     85,801 $     91,239 $    91,239 

Total 
Amount 
Budgeted 

 $1,795,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000

  



Budget Narrative Instructions 

Instructions for Completing Budget Narrative 
 

Use the LEA and school budget narrative forms to describe the costs associated with 
each activity reflected in the budget. Please include both school and district level budget 
forms. A general description of activities and their corresponding range of object codes 
are provided below. See the complete list of object codes on page 41. 

 

Activity 

  

Object Codes 

For all personnel, include number of full-time equivalent (FTE) 
employees, number of days, rate of pay, etc., and a brief description of 
the duties/services to be performed. 

 

1000–2999 

Benefit costs charged to this program must be proportionate to the 
salary charged to the program. Costs for PERS reduction must be 
identified separately. 

 

3000–3999 

Costs for instructional materials and other materials/office supplies 
must be identified separately. Provide examples of what will be 
purchased or other justification. For example, general office supplies at 
$100 per month x 20 months = $2,000. 

 

4000–4999 

Each expense must be listed separately with the costs broken out. 
Identify costs for rental of meeting facilities (when justified), rental of 
equipment, equipment repair, etc. For all instructional consultant 
contracts/services include FTE, number of days, rate of pay, etc., and a 
brief description of the duties/services to be performed. Costs must be 
broken out and detail must be provided describing how the expenditure 
supports the School restructuring plan.  

 

5000–5999 

Capital outlay costs are allowable under this sub-grant. Please provide 
detail describing how the expenditure supports the action plan. 

6000–6999 
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SIG Form 5a–LEA Budget Narrative 

 
LEA Budget Narrative 

 
Provide sufficient detail to justify the LEA budget. The LEA budget narrative page(s) 
must provide sufficient information to describe activities and costs associated with each 
object code. Include LEA budget items that reflect the actual cost of implementing the 
selected intervention models and other activities described for each participating school. 
Please duplicate this form as needed. 

Activity Description 
(See instructions) 

Subtotal 
(For each activity) 

Object 
Code 

   
All expenditures will be at the School level.   
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SIG Form 5b–School Budget Narrative 
 

School Budget Narrative 
 
Provide sufficient detail to justify the school budget. The school budget narrative 
page(s) must provide sufficient information to describe activities and costs associated 
with each object code. Include budget items that reflect the actual cost of implementing 
the selected intervention models and other activities described for each participating 
school. Please duplicate this form as needed. 
 
School Name:  

Activity Description 
(See instructions) 

Subtotal 
(For each activity) 

Object 
Code 

 Teacher Incentives 
1. FTA Negotiated additional pay @ 

$4,068 per teacher x 135 
 
Extending or restructuring the 
school day will serve to add time to 
better implement strategies that 
increase student achievement and 
build relationships between 
students, faculty, and other school 
staff.  The addition of a 7th period 
class will create 124 additional 
sections to implement intervention 
classes, add academic electives, 
retain and supplement current 
electives, reduce the number of 
credit deficient students, and reduce 
class size in the four core content 
areas.  These funds will 
compensate teachers for the 
extended learning time.                  
 

2. API/Test score increase in student 
achievement reward certificated 
staff @ $1,000.00 x 150 certificated 
staff 
 
In support of financial incentives for 
successful teaching and student 
improvement.   Funds will provide 
school-wide and individual rewards 
system to recognize the staff’s effort 
of improving student achievement. 

 
$549,180.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$150,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1150 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1150 
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3. Additional service to community @ 

$1,000 x 135 teachers/counselors 
 
In support of increased family and 
community engagement.  Funding 
will encourage and reward teachers 
for participating in family oriented 
activities outside their regular work 
day.  Teachers must complete 40 
additional hours of community 
service work to be eligible for 
reward. 
 

4. Staff Incentives: 
Ex:  Perfect Attendance 
Teacher of the Month 
Staff Shirts/Miller Gear 
Tickets for school activities 

 
In support of financial incentives for 
successful teaching and community 
oriented schools.  Funding will be 
used to recognize teachers who go 
above and beyond their regular 
duties.  Awards will be given in 
categories such as perfect 
attendance and teacher of the 
month. 

 
 Personnel 

1. Community Liaison (x 2) 
1 for Miller to community (outreach) 
1 for Community to Miller (bringing 
outside services to our 
stakeholders) 
 
In support of community oriented 
schools and providing a mechanism 
for family and community 
engagement.  Community liaisons 
will be used to organize, promote, 
and manage community oriented 
events in an effort to improve parent 
involvement within the school. 
 

 
$135,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$30,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$146,015.00 (total) 
$65,620.00 
$44,815.00 
$7,877.00 
$17,000.00 
$3,912.00 
$6,791.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1950 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5881 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1910 
3101 
3331 
3411 
3501 
3601 
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2. Probation Officer (1/2 matching 
funds) 
1 @ $32,000.00 
 
In support of community oriented 
schools and improved school 
climate and discipline.  The 
probation officer will provide 
support, resources, and classes to 
our at risk students within the 
regular school day.  The officers will 
also work with parents to support 
them with their students’ education. 
Anticipated cost increases during 
years two and three accounted 
budget. 
 

3. CSO Extended Hours (after hours 
to supervise ongoing community 
activities) 
 
In support of community oriented 
schools and providing a mechanism 
for family and community 
engagement.  The CSO will run 
after school student-centered 
activities that will support our at risk 
students.  CSO will also be used 
during the regular school day to 
provide support to our existing 
security officers. 
 
 

4. Teacher on Assignment (TOA)(x 2) 
1 for Data and Assessment  
1 for Staff Training/RTI 
 
In support of ongoing, high quality, 
job-embedded professional 
development in order to ensure 
teachers are equipped to facilitate 
effective teaching and learning and 
have the capacity to successfully 
implement school reform strategies.  
The TOAs will support teachers the 
collecting and analyzing student 

$32,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$50,000.00 (total) 
$14,631.00 
$1,405.00 
$898.00 
$219.00 
$23.00 
$8,500.00 
$108.00 
$189.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$146,015.00 (total) 
$65,620.00 
$44,815.00 
$7,877.00 
$17,000.00 
$3,912.00 
$6,791.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5801 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2210 
3202 
3312 
3322 
3352 
3412 
3502 
3602 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1910 
3101 
3331 
3411 
3501 
3601 
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data in an effort to improve 
instruction and student 
achievement.  Furthermore, TOAs 
will provide job-embedded 
professional development and 
support to classroom teachers.   
TOAs will meet with teachers and 
departments to identify instructional 
gaps and specific areas for support. 
Classroom demonstration lessons, 
co-planning and co-teaching 
opportunities will be afforded to 
each content area teacher. 
  

5.  Clerical Support (1 clerk) 
 
In support of measuring changes in 
instructional practices resulting from 
professional development.  The 
additional clerk will assist the TOAs 
and community liaisons in 
performing their duties. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Link Crew/Peer Leading/MIC 
stipend 
 
The new instructional program will 
facilitate the transition from middle 
school to high school by offering 
incoming freshmen the Miller 
Introductory Course (MIC) during 
the school year and Summer 
School enrichment courses that 
offer reading, writing, math, study 
skills, organizational skills, drugs 
and alcohol prevention, and school 
involvement within the curriculum.  
Peer Leading and Link Crew 
programs will also provide support 
to incoming 9th graders throughout 
the year. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$23,075.00 (total) 
$11,735.00 
$1,405.00 
$898.00 
$219.00 
$22.00 
$8,500.00 
$108.00 
$188.00 
 
 
 
 
 
$0.00 (year 1) 
$9,000.00 (year 2) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2410 
3202 
3312 
3322 
3352 
3412 
3502 
3602 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1150 
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7. Administration additional workdays 
@ 15 days x 5 
 
Additional days will be used to 
attend training, reporting, and 
School Improvement Grant 
management throughout the year 
outside the administrators’ regular 
working days. 

 
 Staff Development 

1. RTI Training  
 
The LEA will provide relevant and 
data driven professional 
development opportunities to staff in 
an effort to increase student 
achievement.  Professional 
Development opportunities will be 
offered during the school day, after 
school, weekends, and during off-
track time periods. 
 

2. Consultant 
 
In support of ongoing, high quality, 
job-embedded professional 
development that supports 
implementation of effective 
strategies to support students with 
disabilities in the least restrictive 
environment; implementing a 
schoolwide “response-to-
intervention” model. 
 

3. AVID Training Summer Institute 
 
In support of providing learning 
academies that prepare students for 
college and careers that include 
providing appropriate supports 
designed to ensure that low-
achieving students can take 
advantage of these programs and 
coursework. 
 

$40,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$15,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$10,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$10,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1320 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5220 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5850 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5220 
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4. Professional Learning Community 
Training school wide 
implementation 
 
In support of instituting a system of 
measuring changes in instructional 
practices and support for ongoing 
professional development 

 
 

5. Advanced Placement Training 
 
In support of increasing rigor by 
offering opportunities for students to 
enroll in advanced coursework. 
 

6. Sub Coverage @ $150.00 a day x 5 
days x 135 teachers 
 
In support of on-going, high quality 
professional development.  
Teachers will be provided release 
time for professional development 
functions that occur during their 
regular work day. 

 
 

 Supplies/Other 
1. Outside Pacing Guides/Benchmarks

 
In support of ensuring that the 
curriculum is being implemented 
with fidelity and is having the 
intended impact on student 
achievement.  These will be aligned 
with California’s adopted academic 
content standards. 
 

2.  Business Cards for all staff with 
English/Spanish contact numbers 
@ $40.00 x 150 
 
In support of community oriented 
schools and providing mechanisms 
for family and community 
engagement by making teachers 

$20,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$10,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
$81,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$10,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$4,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5220 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5220 
 
 
 
 
 
1140 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5801 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5712 
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more accessible to community 
stakeholders. 
 

3. Bilingual Message Board 
 
In support of community oriented 
schools and providing mechanisms 
for family and community 
engagement.  The message board 
will be used to inform community 
stakeholders regarding campus 
activities and events in both 
Spanish and English. 

 
4. Commitment to Graduate (C2G) 

EX: Freshman connection 
4 year tracking of students 
On time celebration 
Student Rewards 
Graduation ceremony 
 
In support of improving school 
climate through a system of positive 
behavioral supports as well as 
increasing graduation rates and 
improving the transition from middle 
to high school. 
 

5. Additional Instructional Materials for 
7th period day 
In support of implementing a per-
pupil school-based budget formula 
that is weighted based on student 
needs.  Funds will be used to 
provide additional instructional 
materials and supplies to all 
classroom teachers. 

 
6. Student rewards 

Ex: Credit Shirts, 380 reward, 
attendance, behavior. 
 
In support of improving school 
climate, increasing graduation rates 
and providing family and community 
engagement.  Funds will be used to 

 
 
 
$100,000.00 
(year 1 only) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$15,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$52,293.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$16,876.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
6400 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5801 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4310 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5882 
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recognize and reward students for 
improvement in academics, 
athletics, attendance, and behavior. 
 

7. Student friendly reading material     
(books and magazines) 
 
In support of improving school 
climate and implementing a per-
pupil school-based budget formula 
that is weighted on students needs.  
 

8. Teleparent contract 
 
In support of providing mechanisms 
for family and community 
engagement as well as community-
oriented schools.  Teacher will use 
the Teleparent phone system to 
send multi-lingual messages to 
parents regarding their students’ 
performance and upcoming events. 

 
9. Technology 

Ex:  Scanners, printers, document 
cameras, computers, projectors, 
and software. 
 
In support of implementing a per-
pupil school-based budget formula 
that is weighted on students needs 
and to assist staff in disaggregating 
formative, interim and summative 
data to inform instruction.  
Technology will also be used to 
implement technology-based 
teaching strategies within the 
classroom. 
 

 Community Involvement 
1. Monthly Parent Workshops and 

Report Card Pick-up (translators, 
supplies, food, and day care) 
 
The LEA and school site will partner 

 
 
 
 
$15,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$3,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$50,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$5,000.00 
$2,573.00 
$1,200 
 
 

 
 
 
 
4210 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5840 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4440 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4330 
2920 
2929 
 
 



Attachment 5 
Page 87 of 66 

 
 

with parents and parent 
organizations, community-based 
organizations, State and local 
agencies, as well as others to 
improve the school culture and 
climate, improve student discipline, 
and create a safe school 
environment that meets students’ 
social, emotional, and health needs.  
 

2. Movie Night on the lawn 
Community – open to the public 
 
Parent involvement opportunities 
will be available throughout the 
school year in an effort to improve 
parent participation within the 
school. 
 

3. Fall Carnival (Homecoming week) 
 
In support of community-oriented 
schools and to provide mechanisms 
for family and community 
engagement. 

 
4. Catering for parent workshops and 

events. 
 
In support of partnering with parents 
and parent organizations, faith- and 
community-based organizations, 
state and local agencies, and others 
to create a safe school 
environment.  Funds will be used to 
provide food for parent involvement 
opportunities available through pre-
scheduled meetings and events 
such as “Coffee with the Principal,” 
SSC and ELAC meetings, report 
card pick-up, back to school 
night(s), the “Spring Spectacular” 
performance, monthly parent 
workshops, movie nights, a car 
show, restaurant nights, carnival, 
and multicultural days 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$3,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$3,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
$5,000.00 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4390 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5801 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5813 
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 Other 

1. Transfer of Indirect (4.7%). 

 
 
$85,801.00 

 
 
7310 
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Object of Expenditure Codes 
School districts and county superintendents of schools are required to report expenditures in 
accordance with the object classification plan in the California School Accounting Manual. The 
use of these object codes will facilitate the preparation of budgets and the various financial 
reports requested by federal, state, county, and local agencies. The California School 
Accounting Manual is available from the CDE Publication Sales (call 1-800-995-4099). 
 

1000–1999 Certificated Personnel Salaries 
1100 Certificated Teachers' Salaries 
1200 Certificated Pupil Support Salaries 
1300 Certificated Supervisors' and Administrators' Salaries  
1900 Other Certificated Salaries  
 
2000–2999 Classified Personnel Salaries 
2100 Classified Instructional Salaries 
2200 Classified Support Salaries  
2300 Classified Supervisors' and Administrators' Salaries  
2400 Clerical, Technical, and Office Staff Salaries  
2900 Other Classified Salaries  
 
3000–3999 Employee Benefits 
3101 State Teachers' Retirement System, certificated positions  
3102 State Teachers' Retirement System, classified positions  
3201 Public Employees' Retirement System, certificated positions  
3202 Public Employees' Retirement System, classified positions  
3301 OASDI/Medicare/Alternative, certificated positions  
3302 OASDI/Medicare/Alternative, classified positions  
3401 Health and Welfare Benefits, certificated positions  
3402 Health and Welfare Benefits, classified positions  
3501 State Unemployment Insurance, certificated positions  
3502 State Unemployment Insurance, classified positions  
3601 Workers' Compensation Insurance, certificated positions  
3602 Workers' Compensation Insurance, classified positions  
3701 OPEB, Allocated, certificated positions  
3702 OPEB, Allocated, classified positions  
3751 OPEB, Active Employees, certificated positions  
3752 OPEB, Active Employees, classified positions  
3801 PERS Reduction, certificated positions  
3802 PERS Reduction, classified positions  
3901 Other Benefits, certificated positions  
3902 Other Benefits, classified positions 
 
4000–4999 Books and Supplies  
4100 Approved Textbooks and Core Curricula Materials 
4200 Books and Other Reference Materials  
4300 Materials and Supplies  
4400 Noncapitalized Equipment  
4700 Food  
 

5000–5999 Services and Other Operating Expenditures  
5100 Subagreements for Services  
5200 Travel and Conferences  
5300 Dues and Memberships  
5400 Insurance  
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Object of Expenditure Codes, Page 2 
 

5000–5999 Services and Other 
5500 Operations and Housekeeping Services  
5600 Rentals, Leases, Repairs, and Noncapitalized Improvements  
5700–5799 Transfers of Direct Costs  
5710 Transfers of Direct Costs  
5750 Transfers of Direct Costs—Interfund  
5800 Professional/Consulting Services and Operating Expenditures  
5900 Communications  
 
6000–6999 Capital Outlay  
6100 Land  
6170 Land Improvements  
6200 Buildings and Improvements of Buildings  
6300 Books and Media for New School Libraries or Major Expansion of School Libraries  
6400 Equipment  
6500 Equipment Replacement  
6900 Depreciation Expense (for proprietary and fiduciary funds only)  
 

7000–7499 Other Outgo  
 

7100–7199 Tuition  
7110 Tuition for Instruction Under Interdistrict Attendance Agreements  
7130 State Special Schools  
7141 Other Tuition, Excess Costs, and/or Deficit Payments to Districts or Charter Schools  
7142 Other Tuition, Excess Costs, and/or Deficit Payments to County Offices  
7143 Other Tuition, Excess Costs, and/or Deficit Payments to JPAs 
 

7200–7299 Interagency Transfers Out  
7211 Transfers of Pass-Through Revenues to Districts or Charter Schools  
7212 Transfers of Pass-Through Revenues to County Offices  
7213 Transfers of Pass-Through Revenues to JPAs  
7221 Transfers of Apportionments to Districts or Charter Schools  
7222 Transfers of Apportionments to County Offices  
7223 Transfers of Apportionments to JPAs  
7281 All Other Transfers to Districts or Charter Schools  
7282 All Other Transfers to County Offices  
7283 All Other Transfers to JPAs  
7299 All Other Transfers Out to All Others  
 
7300–7399 Transfers of Indirect Costs (Effective 2008-09)  
7310 Transfers of Indirect Costs 7350 Transfers of Indirect Costs—Interfund  
7370 Transfers of Direct Support Costs (Valid through 2007-08)  
7380 Transfers of Direct Support Costs—Interfund (Valid through 2007-08)  
 
7430–7439 Debt Service  
7432 State School Building Repayments  
7433 Bond Redemptions  
7434 Bond Interest and Other Service Charges  
7435 Repayment of State School Building Fund Aid—Proceeds from Bonds  
7436 Payments to Original District for Acquisition of Property  
7438 Debt Service—Interest  
7439 Other Debt Service—Principal 
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Revised June 17, 2010   
  9/7/20103:33:16 PM 

SIG Form 6–General Assurances and Certifications 

 
General Assurances 

 (Required for all Applicants) 
 
Note: All sub-grantees are required to retain on file a copy of these assurances for your 
records and for audit purposes. Please download the General Assurances form at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/fm/. Your agency should not submit this form to the CDE. 
 
Certifications Regarding Drug-Free Workplace, Lobbying, and Debarment and 
Suspension 
 
Download the following three forms from http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/fm/, and obtain the 
necessary signatures and include the original forms with your application submission. 
 

1. Drug-Free Workplace 
2. Lobbying 
3. Debarment and Suspension 
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SIG Form 7–Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (page 1 of 3) 

Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances 
 

As a condition of the receipt of funds under this sub-grant program, the applicant agrees 
to comply with the following Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances: 
  

1. Use its SIG to implement fully and effectively an intervention in each Tier I and 
Tier II school that the LEA commits to serve consistent with the final 
requirements of SIG; 
 

2. Establish challenging annual goals for student achievement on the state’s 
assessments in both reading/language arts and mathematics and measure 
progress on the leading indicators in Section III of the final requirements in order 
to monitor each Tier I and Tier II school that it serves with school improvement 
funds; 
 

3. If it implements a restart model in a Tier I or Tier II school, include in its contract 
or agreement terms and provisions to hold the charter operator, charter 
management organization, or education management organization accountable 
for complying with the final requirements; and 
 

4. Report to the CDE the school-level data as described in this RFA. 
 

5. The applicant will ensure that the identified strategies and related activities are 
incorporated in the revised LEA Plan and Single Plan for Student Achievement.  
 

6. The applicant will follow all fiscal reporting and auditing standards required by the 
CDE. 
 

7. The applicant will participate in a statewide evaluation process as determined by 
the SEA and provide all required information on a timely basis. 
 

8. The applicant will respond to any additional surveys or other methods of data 
collection that may be required for the full sub-grant period. 
 

9. The applicant will use funds only for allowable costs during the sub-grant period. 
 

10. The application will include all required forms signed by the LEA Superintendent 
or designee. 
 

11. The applicant will use fiscal control and fund accountability procedures to ensure 
proper disbursement of, and accounting for, federal funds paid under the sub-
grant, including the use of the federal funds to supplement, and not supplant, 
state and local funds, and maintenance of effort (20 USC § 8891). 
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SIG Form 7–Sub-grant Conditions and Assurances (page 2 of 3) 

 
12. The applicant hereby expresses its full understanding that not meeting all SIG 

requirements will result in the termination of SIG funding. 
  

13. The applicant will ensure that funds are spent as indicated in the sub-grant 
proposal and agree that funds will be used only in the school(s) identified in the 
LEA’s AO-400 sub-grant award letter.  
 

14. All audits of financial statements will be conducted in accordance with 
Government Auditing Standards (GAS) and with policies, procedures, and 
guidelines established by the Education Department General Administrative 
Regulations (EDGAR), Single Audit Act Amendments, and OMB Circular A-133. 

 
15. The applicant will ensure that expenditures are consistent with the federal 

Education Department Guidelines Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) under 
Title 34 Education. http://www.ed.gov/policy/fund/reg/edgarReg/edgar.html (Outside 
Source)  
 

16. The applicant agrees that the SEA has the right to intervene, renegotiate the sub-
grant, and/or cancel the sub-grant if the sub-grant recipient fails to comply with 
sub-grant requirements.  
 

17. The applicant will cooperate with any site visitations conducted by 
representatives of the state or regional consortia for the purpose of monitoring 
sub-grant implementation and expenditures, and will provide all requested 
documentation to the SEA personnel in a timely manner. 
 

18. The applicant will repay any funds which have been determined through a federal 
or state audit resolution process to have been misspent, misapplied, or otherwise 
not properly accounted for, and further agrees to pay any collection fees that may 
subsequently be imposed by the federal and/or state government. 
 

19. The applicant will administer the activities funded by this sub-grant in such a 
manner so as to be consistent with California’s adopted academic content 
standards. 
 

20. The applicant will obligate all sub-grant funds by the end date of the sub-grant 
award period or re-pay any funding received, but not obligated, as well as any 
interest earned over one-hundred dollars on the funds.  
 

21. The applicant will maintain fiscal procedures to minimize the time elapsing 
between the transfer of the funds from the CDE and disbursement. 
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SIG Form 8–Waivers Requested 
 

Waivers Requested 
 
The LEA must check each waiver that the LEA will implement (see page 24 for 
additional information). If the LEA does not intend to implement a waiver with respect to 
each applicable school, the LEA must indicate for which school(s) it will implement the 
waiver on: 
 

X  Extending the period of availability of school improvement funds. 
 

Waive section 421(b) of the General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. § 
1225(b)) to extend the period of availability of school improvement funds for the 
LEA to September 30, 2013. 
 

 
Note: If the SEA has requested and received a waiver 
of the period of availability of school improvement funds, 
that waiver automatically applies to all LEAs receiving 
SIG funds. 
 

 

 “Starting over” in the school improvement timeline for Tier I and Tier II schools 
implementing a turnaround or restart model. 

 
Waive section 1116(b)(12) of the ESEA to permit the LEA to allow its Tier I and 
Tier II schools that will implement a turnaround or restart model to “start over” in 
the school improvement timeline. (Note: This waiver applies to Tier I and Tier II 
schools only) 
 

 Implementing a schoolwide program in a Tier I or Tier II school that does 
not meet the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold. 

 
Waive the 40 percent poverty eligibility threshold in section 1114(a)(1) of the 
ESEA to permit the LEA to implement a schoolwide program in a Tier I or Tier II 
school that does not meet the poverty threshold. (Note: This waiver applies to 
Tier I and Tier II schools only) 
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SIG Form 9–Schools to Be Served 

Schools to be Served 
 
Indicate which schools the LEA commits to serve, their Tier, and the intervention model the LEA will use in each Tier I and 
Tier II school. For each school, indicate which waiver(s) will be implemented at each school. Note: An LEA that has nine 
or more Tier I and Tier II schools can only use the transformation model in 50 percent or less of those schools. (Attach as 
many sheets as necessary.) 
  

SCHOOL NAME CDS Code NCES Code 

T
IE

R
 I 

T
IE

R
 II 

T
IE

R
 III 

INTERVENTION 
(TIER I AND II 

ONLY) 

WAIVER(
S) TO BE 
IMPLEME

NTED 

PROJECTED 
COST 

T
u

rn
aro

u
n

d
 

R
estart 

C
lo

su
re 

T
ran

sfo
rm

atio
n

 

S
tart O

ver 

Im
p

lem
en

t S
W

P 

Fontana A.B. Miller 36-67710-3630555 061392010301  X   
X 

$5,795,000 
over 3 years 
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SIG Form 10–Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II School 
 

Implementation Chart for a Tier I or Tier II School 
Complete this form for each identified Tier I and Tier II school the LEA intends to serve. List the intervention model to be 
implemented. Include the required component acronym, actions and activities required to implement the model, a timeline 
with specific dates of implementation, the projected cost of the identified activity, the personnel and material federal, local, 
private and other district resources necessary, and the position (and person, if known) responsible for oversight. 

School:                  Tier: I or II (circle one)         
    
Intervention Model:  □ Turnaround  □ Restart  □ Closure  X Transformation 
 
Total FTE required:  _____LEA _____ School  _____ Other 
 

Required 
Component 

Acronym 
Services & Activities Timeline Projected Costs 

School          LEA  Resources Oversight 

Developing and Increasing Teacher Leader Effectiveness 
RP Replace the Principal December 

2008--
current 

$0 $0 LEA General Funds Superintendent 

RP  Administrative Team 
Established Assistant 
Principals 75% replaced 

October 
2009 

$0 $0 LEA General Funds Site Principal 

ES Teacher and Counselor 
Evaluation created evaluating 
student growth, teacher 
effectiveness and with 
principal and teacher 
involvement 

Developed 
May, 2010.  
Implementat
ion August 
2, 2010 

$0 $0 LEA HR department 
secured MOU through 
negotiated bargaining 
process.  Associated 
costs to be covered by 
routine LEA 
expenditures. 

Site Principal and 
Fontana 
Teacher’s 
Association 

OF 15 days of extended 
administrative work year 

July 1, 2010 $40,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal/ 
Assistant Supt. 
Instruction 
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IRR Teacher incentives for 
improved student 
achievement $1,000 per cert. 
staff member for school wide 
improvement in AYP or API 
to meet goals. 

August 1, 
2010 

$150,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal and 
Director of 
Assessment and 
Evaluation 

IRR, OF Staff incentives:  Perfect  
Attendance, Teacher of the 
Month, Staff Shirts/Miller 
Gear, Tickets to school 
activities—currently not 
permissible per LEA 
administrative regulations 

August 1, 
2010 

 $30,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal 

ES, IRR, 
OF 

Teachers who do not achieve 
80% of the negotiated SIG 
evaluation will be removed 
from the school site.   

August 1, 
2010 

$0 $0 LEA routine 
expenditures 

Principal and 
Director of 
Certificated 
Human 
Resources 

IRR, OF Teachers who do not wish to 
participate in the school 
transformation process will 
be given opportunity to be 
placed at alternative LEA 
sites. 

June 1, 
2010 

$0 $0 LEA Director of 
Certificated 
Human 
Resources 

PD, IP, SD, 
OF, TA 

Teacher on Assignment 
(TOA) for data and 
assessment and for staff 
training—focused on RTI (2) 
implementation 

January 1, 
2011 

$146,015 $0 SIG Grant Principal & 
Director of 
Secondary 
Instruction 

PD, IP, SD RTI Training (10 teachers per 
year) outside training to be 
provided by Solution Tree per 
LEA 

August 1, 
2010 

$15,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal & 
Director of Staff 
Development 
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PD, SD, 
OF 

Release time for teachers for 
collaboration/PD during the 
school day 

August 1, 
2010 

$81,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal 

PD AVID Institute Training to 
expand beyond AVID 
teachers to school wide 
culture 

June, 2011 $10,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal & 
teacher leader—
AVID coordinator 

PD, SD Professional Learning 
Community Institutes and 
Trainings 

August, 
2010 

$20,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal & 
Director of Staff 
Development 

PD, OF Advanced Placement (AP) 
Trainings Summer Institutes 
for all AP and honors 
teachers—now a requirement 
to teach. 

June, 2010 $10,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal & 
teacher leader---
AP coordinator 

PD Consultant PLC/RtI2 in 
support of job-embedded 
professional development 

January, 
2010 

$10,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal & 
Coordinator Staff 
Development 

PD Staff Development provided 
by LEA  as described in 
Narrative  

August 1, 
2010 

$0 $0 LEA allocations Director of Staff 
Development 

IRR Provide for teacher 
leadership opportunities by 
opening department chair 
positions to staff, create 
coordinators for programs on 
campus and TOA positions 

August 1, 
2010 

$0 $0 General Funds and 
SLC grants.  TOA by 
SIG 

Principal 

PD AB 430 ELA Adoption 
Trainings for all ELA teachers 
at A.B. Miller 

August 1, 
2010 

$0 $0 Materials purchased 
from LEA funding 
sources 

Director of Staff 
Development 

PD AB 430 Math Trainings for all 
Math teachers at A.B.  Miller  

July 1, 2010 $0 $0 Materials purchased 
from LEA funding 
sources 

Director of Staff 
Development 
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Instructional Reform Strategies 
ILT, OF Institute a 7 period day bell 

schedule allowing for 
intervention/enrichment  
period  built into the school 
day 

August 9, 
2010 

$549,180 $0 MOU signed with 
Fontana Teacher’s 
Association, 89 % staff 
vote 

Principal 

OF, IP 7 period bell schedule 
decreases average CORE 
class size 175/6 = 29 
students per class vs. 175/5 
= 35 students per class 

August 1, 
2010 

$ 0 $0 Paid for through 
extended learning time 

Principal and 
Assistant 
Principal over 
master schedule 

IP, TA Intensive intervention classes 
in ELA and Mathematics 
targeting Far Below Basic 
and Below Basic Students 

August 1, 
2010 

$ 0 $0 Materials purchased 
from LEA funding 
sources 

Director of 
Secondary 
Instruction 

IP, TA Implement Read 180 courses 
for students in need of 
intensive reading intervention 

August 1, 
2010 

$ 0 $0 Materials purchased 
from LEA funding 
sources, FTE through 
LEA staffing ratio 

Director of 
Secondary 
Instruction 

IP, OF ELA adoption for the 2010-
2011 school year –Board 
Approval 6/23/2010 

August 1, 
2010 

$ 0 $0 Materials purchased 
from LEA funding 
sources 

Director of 
Secondary 
Instruction 

PD, IP, SD, 
OF 

RTI2 model implementation 
of RSP students in CORE 
classrooms with inclusion 
support 

August 1, 
2011 

$ 0 $0 LEA Director of Staff 
Development to 
provide; Training 
through SLC grant and 
other categorical funds 

Director of 
Special 
Education, 
Director of 
Secondary 
Instruction, 
Principal 

SD, PD Creation and/or  purchase of 
pacing guides/benchmarks in 
the core areas that are not 
aligned with state standards 

January 1, 
2011 

$30,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal, Director 
of Secondary 
Instruction 
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IP, FCE Link Crew/Peer 
Leadership/MIC stipend.  
Student transition from 
middle school to high school; 
freshmen academies 

August 1, 
2010 

$9,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal 

OF, FCE, 
IP 

Full time TOA to lead 9th 
grade house 

August 1, 
2010 

$ 0 $0 SLC grant approved 
June, 2010 

Principal, SLC 
coordinator 

OF, IP Accelerated and academic 
electives facilitated by 7 
period day 

August 1, 
2010 

$ 0 $0 Covered by extended 7 
period day MOU 

Principal 

IP, ILT, 
FCE 

Computer Based Instruction 
for credit recovery—
home/school access 

July 1, 2009 $ 0 $0 SPSA Principal 

IRR, IP, 
SD, OF, TA 

Technology to promote 
continuous use of student 
data for formative, interim 
and summative instruction to 
include, scanners for 
departments, printers for 
reports, Walk’about electronic 
devices for admin. 

July 1, 2010 $50,000 $0 SIG Grant—some 
items will need to be 
purchased to ensure 
MOU’s for new 
evaluation system prior 
to grant approval 

Principal, District 
Director of 
Technology 

Increased Learning Time and Community-Oriented Schools 
ILT, OF FTA negotiated additional 

pay @ $4,068 per teacher for 
addition of a seventh period 
to the teaching day 

August 1, 
2010 

$549,180 $0 District commits to 1 
year trial as part of 
MOU with Certificated 
Union (FTA) SIG grant 
to cover once granted 

Human 
Resources 

IRR, OF Additional service to 
community for staff @ $1000 
x 135 teachers and 
counselors 

August 1, 
2010 

$135,000 $0 SIG Grant Human 
Resources 

IRR, OF Community Liaison for 
community outreach (2) 

January 1, 
2011 

$146,015 $0 SIG Grant Principal 
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FCE Probation Officer (1/2 
matching funds) 

January 1, 
2011 

$32,000 $0 SIG Grant Principal, School 
Police 

FCE, OF, 
ILT 

CSO extended hours to allow 
for after school activities and 
open campus after school 
hours 

January 1, 
2011 

$25,973 $0 SIG Grant Principal, School 
Police 

FCE, OF Business cards for all staff 
with English/Spanish contact 
numbers 

January 1, 
2011 

$4,000 $0 SIG Grant Principals 
secretary 

   FCE, OF Message board 
Cypress/Walnut, 
English/Spanish capable 

January 1, 
2011 

$100,000 $0 SIG Grant ASB Director 

FCE Commitment to Graduate and 
Graduation Celebration for 
Successful Graduates 

August 1, 
2010 

$15,000 $0 SIG Grant, General 
Funds and Jostens 
business partnership 

ASB Director 

FCE TeleParent  August 1, 
2010 

$3,000 $0 SIG Grant ASB Director 

FCE Monthly parent workshops August 1, 
2010 

$6,773 $0 SIG Grant Community 
Liaison 

SD,FCE Report card pick-up September 
2010 

$3,000 $0 SIG Grant Guidance 

FCE Movie Night on the Lawn August 
2010 

$4,000 $0 SIG Grant ASB Director, 
Community 
Liaison 

FCE Fall Carnival/Homecoming October 
2010 

$4,000 $0 SIG Grant ASB Director, 
Community 
Liaison 

FCE Additional community 
involvement activities to be 
determined by the 
Community Liaison and 
foster faith based 
organizational partnerships 

January 
2011 

$1,000 $0 SIG Grant Community 
Liaison 
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Operational Flexibility and Sustained Support 
OF, SD Clerical Support outside of 

staffing formula 
January 
2011 

$23,075 $0 SIG Grant Classified Human 
Resources, 
Principal 

OF, PD Administrative additional 
workdays 15 days x 5 

July 1, 2010 $40,000 $0 SIG Grant Director of 
Secondary 
Education, 
Director of 
Certificated 
Human 
Resources 

ILT Additional instructional 
materials for a seventh period 
extended learning time for all 
students 

August 1, 
2010 

$32,293 $0 SIG Grant Principal, Budget 
Tech 

OF School provided pencil/paper 
supplies for all students 

August 1, 
2010 

$20,000 $0 SIG Grant—site will 
fund through carryover 
until SIG grant 

Principal, 
Department 
Chairs, Budget 
Tech 

OF, IP, SD Students rewards for 
improvement 

August 1, 
2010 

$16,876 $0 SIG Grant ASB Director 

FCE, ILT, 
OF 

Student friendly reading 
material; free printing in 
library to all students 

January 1, 
2011 

$15,000 $0 SIG Grant Library Clerk 
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SIG Form 11–Implementation Chart for a Tier III School, (if applicable) 
 

Implementation Chart for a Tier III School 
Complete this form for each Tier III school the LEA commits to serve. Identify the services the school will receive or the activities the school will 
implement. If the LEA is opting to implement one of the four intervention models, indicate which model will be selected. If the LEA has opted to 

implement other services or activities, provide a brief description at the top of the chart where indicated. 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

School:                  Tier: I or II (circle one)         
    
Intervention Model:  □ Turnaround  □ Restart  □ Closure  □ Transformation 
 
Total FTE required:  _____LEA _____ School  _____ Other 

Services & Activities Timeline Projected Costs 
School          LEA 

Resources Oversight 

This section not applicable      
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Appendix A: SIG Rubric 

 

School Improvement Sub-grants Application 
Section 1003(g) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 

 

 Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 

i. Needs Analysis 

LEA describes the process and 
findings of the needs 
assessment conducted on 
each school it commits to serve 
and the evidence used to 
select the intervention model to 
be implemented at each 
school. The description 
includes: 
 
 assessment instruments 

used 
 

 LEA and school personnel 
involved 

 

 process for analyzing 
findings and selecting the 
intervention model 
 

 findings on use of state-
adopted standards-aligned 
materials and interventions 

 
The narrative includes a 
thorough and complete 
overview of the process used 
to assess schools, including 
specific instruments used, and 
multiple data elements cited.  
 
The narrative identifies a 
variety of qualified LEA, school, 
parents, and community 
stakeholders providing a range 
of perspectives involved in 
collecting and analyzing school 
data.  
 
The narrative describes a 
specific and effective process 
for analyzing assessment 
findings, including meetings of 
appropriate LEA and school 
personnel and school advisory 
groups to review the findings 
and provide input on the needs 
analysis.  

 
The narrative includes a 
general overview of the 
process used to assess 
schools, including specific 
instruments used, and multiple 
data elements cited.  
 
The narrative identifies LEA, 
school, and community 
stakeholders involved in 
collecting and analyzing school 
data, with a description of their 
level of involvement.  
 
 
The narrative describes a 
process for analyzing 
assessment findings, including 
a basic description of how LEA 
and school personnel and 
school advisory groups 
reviewed the findings and 
provided input.  
 

 
The narrative includes limited 
information on the process 
used to assess schools, 
including specific instruments 
used, and multiple sources 
cited.  
 
The narrative does not identify 
appropriate LEA, school, and 
community stakeholders 
involved in collecting and 
analyzing school data.  
 
 
 
The narrative does not 
sufficiently describe a process 
for analyzing assessment 
findings. 
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 Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
o curriculum pacing and 

instructional time 
 

o Amount and types of staff 
PD, collaboration, and 
instructional support 
 

o use of student data, 
alignment of resources, 
and staff effectiveness 

 
 
 
The narrative includes discrete 
and specific findings 
concerning all of the areas 
listed in the RFA that led to the 
selection of the intervention.  
 

 
 
 
The narrative includes basic 
findings concerning all of the 
areas listed in the RFA that led 
to the selection of the 
intervention 

 
 
 
The narrative does not include 
findings concerning all of the 
areas listed in the RFA that led 
to the selection of the 
intervention.  
 

ii. Selection of Intervention 
Model 
 
The LEA’s rationale for its 
selection of the intervention 
model for each school is stated 
clearly and is correlated to the 
needs analysis for that school. 
 

The narrative reflects a logical 
and well organized process for 
selecting the intervention 
model. The rationale for the 
selection demonstrates a solid 
connection between 
assessment results, findings of 
current practice, and staff 
effectiveness in the selection 
the intervention model.  
 

All areas of the needs analysis 
are discussed and linked 
coherently to the selected 
intervention, providing clear 
evidence that the selection is 
appropriate for the school.  
 

The narrative provides specific 
data from a variety of sources 
that explicitly supports the 
selection of the intervention 
model. 

The narrative describes a basic 
process for selecting the 
intervention model. The 
rationale demonstrates a 
connection between 
assessment results, findings of 
current practice, and staff 
effectiveness in the selection 
the intervention model.  
 
 
All areas of the needs analysis 
are discussed and linked to the 
selected intervention.  
 
 
 
 
The narrative provides data 
points from several sources to 
support the selection of the 
intervention model. 

The rationale reflects some 
sense of organization, but 
omits significant links to the 
needs analysis.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Few of the needs analysis 
areas are discussed and/or 
there is little apparent 
correlation with the selected 
intervention.  
 
 
The rationale is supported by a 
small number of data areas 
and from few sources with 
limited specificity.  
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Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 

iii. Demonstration of capacity 
to implement selected 
intervention models 

a. The LEA demonstrates its 
capacity to use school 
improvement funds to provide 
adequate resources and 
related support to each Tier I 
and Tier II school identified in 
the LEA’s application in order 
to implement, fully and 
effectively, the required 
activities of the school 
intervention model(s) it has 
selected.  
 
b. Although not required, when 
an LEA is not applying to serve 
each Tier I school, it must 
explain why it lacks capacity to 
serve each Tier I school. If the 
limitation is at the LEA level 
then the LEA must identify the 
specific barriers that preclude 
serving all of its Tier I schools. 
If the limitation is based on 
conditions at a specific school 
or schools, then the LEA must 
describe those conditions. If 
there are additional limiting 
factors, please describe them. 

 
 
 
 
a. The LEA fully describes how 
it will use SIG funding and all 
other available resources 
required to implement the 
intervention model selected. 
The narrative includes 
extensive information on the 
specific use of each resource 
to support implementation of 
the planned school 
improvement activities.  
 
The description demonstrates 
that the LEA has fully identified 
the resource needs of each 
school and appropriately 
planned how resources will be 
used to achieve successful 
implementation of all activities 
planned for each school. 
 
b. The LEA identifies the 
specific barriers that preclude 
serving all of its Tier I schools, 
and provides clear and 
substantial evidence of the 
existence of those barriers 

 
 
 
 
a. The LEA describes how it 
will use SIG funding to 
implement the intervention 
model selected. The narrative 
includes general information on 
how resources will be used to 
support implementation of the 
planned school improvement 
activities.  
 
The description demonstrates 
that the LEA has considered 
the differing resource needs of 
each school in determining 
how SIG funding and other 
LEA resources will be used to 
address the specific needs of 
each school and lead to 
successful implementation. 
 
b. The LEA identifies the 
specific barriers that preclude 
serving all of its Tier I schools, 
and provides evidence of the 
existence of those barriers.  

 
 
 
 
a. The LEA provides a limited 
description of how it will use 
SIG funding to implement the 
intervention model selected. 
The narrative includes little or 
no information on how other 
resources will be used to 
support implementation of the 
planned school improvement 
activities.  
 
The description does not 
adequately demonstrate that 
the LEA has considered the 
differing resource needs at 
each school in determining 
how SIG funding and other 
LEA resources will be used to 
address the specific needs of 
each school and lead to 
successful implementation. 
 
b. The LEA marginally 
identifies barriers that preclude 
serving all of its Tier I schools, 
and provides limited or no 
evidence of the existence of 
those barriers.  
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 Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point)  Inadequate (0 points) 

iv. Recruitment, screening, 
and selection of external 
providers (if applicable) 

 
Although not required, when 
the LEA intends to use external 
entities to provide technical 
assistance in selecting, 
developing, and implementing 
one of the four models, it must 
describe its process for 
ensuring their quality. The LEA 
describes the process that will 
be undertaken to recruit, 
screen, and select external 
providers including specific 
criteria such as experience, 
qualifications, and record of 
effectiveness in providing 
support for school 
improvement.  
 

 
An LEA intending to use an 
external entity to provide 
technical assistance describes 
specific, appropriate 
qualifications (including 
experience, qualifications, and 
record of effectiveness in 
providing support for school 
improvement) that the LEA will 
require prospective providers 
to meet. 
 
The narrative describes a 
coherent, rigorous process that 
the LEA will conduct in 
reviewing prospective 
providers to ensure that they 
meet the LEA’s qualifications. 
 
The LEA also describes, in 
detail, the specific process that 
it will use in the selection of its 
external support providers from 
all prospective providers that 
meet the LEA’s qualification 
criteria, including the specific 
actions and personnel involved 
in the selection process. 
 
 

 
An LEA intending to use an 
external entity to provide 
technical assistance describes 
specific qualifications (including 
experience, qualifications, and 
record of effectiveness in 
providing support for school 
improvement) that the LEA will 
require prospective providers 
to meet. 
 
 
The narrative describes a 
process for reviewing 
prospective providers to ensure 
that they meet the LEA’s 
qualifications. 
 
 
The LEA also describes, in 
general, the process that it will 
use to select its external 
support providers from all 
prospective providers that meet 
the LEA’s qualification criteria, 
including specific actions 
involved in the selection 
process. 

 
An LEA intending to use an 
external entity to provide 
technical assistance does not 
adequately describe specific 
qualifications that the LEA will 
require prospective providers 
to meet. 
 
 
 
 
 
The narrative does not 
adequately describe the 
process to be used in 
reviewing prospective 
providers to ensure that they 
meet those qualifications. 
 
The LEA does not adequately 
describe the process that it will 
use to select its external 
support providers from all 
prospective providers that meet 
the LEA’s qualification criteria. 
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 Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
v. Align other resources with 
the interventions 
 
The LEA identifies all 
resources that are currently 
available to the school(s) that 
will be used to support 
implementation of the selected 
intervention model.  
 
The LEA identifies other 
federal, state, LEA and/or 
private funding sources 
including other district 
resources the LEA will use to 
support SIG implementation. 
Examples of funds the LEA 
should consider include, but 
are not limited to: Title II, Part 
A funds used for recruiting 
high-quality teachers; or Title 
III, Part A funds which could be 
used to improve English 
proficiency of English learner 
students, and categorical block 
grant funds used for 
instructional materials and 
professional development. 
 

 
The LEA explicitly identifies a 
number of other resources 
planned for use in 
implementing the selected 
school intervention models, 
and fully describes how these 
resources will support SIG 
implementation.  
 
The other resources identified 
clearly align with the LEA’s 
needs analysis for each school 
and logically and appropriately 
support the implementation 
plan for each school. 
 

 
The LEA identifies other 
resources planned for use in 
implementing selected school 
intervention models and 
describes how these resources 
will support SIG 
implementation.  
 
 
The other resources identified 
align with the LEA’s needs 
analysis for each school and 
clearly support the 
implementation plan for each 
school.  
 

 
The LEA has identified few, if 
any, resources planned for use 
in implementing selected 
school intervention models. 
 
 
 
 
 
The other resources identified 
minimally align with the LEA’s 
needs analysis and lack 
specificity and coherence with 
the implementation plan for 
each school.  
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Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
vi. Align Proposed SIG 
Activities with Current DAIT 
Process (if applicable) 
 
For LEAs currently 
participating in the District 
Assistance and Intervention 
Team (DAIT) process, the 
LEA must describe how it will 
coordinate its DAIT work and 
its SIG work around the lowest-
achieving schools. The 
description must identify the 
major LEA improvement 
actions adopted from the DAIT 
recommendations and describe 
how the LEA has aligned its 
proposed SIG activities with of 
those major LEA improvement 
actions. 
 

 
The LEA provides a thorough 
and comprehensive description 
of how it will coordinate DAIT 
recommendations and 
activities identified in the LEA 
plan with the planned SIG 
implementation activities for 
each school.  
 
The narrative provides 
information developed through 
the DAIT process to inform the 
selection of the intervention 
model(s) selected for each 
school. 
 

 
The LEA provides a general 
description of how it will 
coordinate DAIT 
recommendations and 
activities identified in the LEA 
plan with the planned SIG 
implementation activities for 
each school. 
 
 
 

 
The LEA provides little or no 
description of how it will 
coordinate DAIT 
recommendations and 
activities identified in the LEA 
plan with the planned SIG 
implementation activities for 
each school. 
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 Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
vii. Modify LEA Practices or 
Policies  
Depending on the intervention 
model selected, the LEA may 
need to revise some of its 
current policies and practices 
to enable its schools to 
implement the interventions 
fully and effectively. These may 
include, but are not limited to, 
collective bargaining 
agreements, the distribution of 
resources among schools, 
parental involvement policies, 
school attendance areas and 
enrollment policies, and 
agreements with charter 
organizations.  

 
If the LEA anticipates the need 
to modify any of its current 
practices or policies in order to 
fully implement the selected 
intervention model(s), identify 
and describe which policies 
and practices need to be 
revised, the process for 
revision, and a description of 
the proposed revision.  
 
 

 
The LEA has fully developed 
and described in detail a 
comprehensive plan to modify 
any and all current practices or 
policies in order to fully and 
effectively implement the 
selected intervention model(s).  
 
The plan fully and clearly 
describes: 
 

1) Which policies or 
practices will be revised  

2) The rationale for their 
selection  

3) The process for revision 
(that includes input from 
key stakeholders, 
including parents and 
collective bargaining 
units) 

4) A description of the 
proposed revision and 
expected outcome 

 
 

 
The LEA has developed and 
generally described a plan to 
modify practices or policies in 
order to fully implement the 
selected intervention model(s).  
 
 
 
The plan includes a description 
of:  
 

1) Which policies or 
practices will be revised  

2) The process for revision 
that includes input from 
stakeholders  

3) A description of the 
proposed revision and 
expected outcome 

 
 
 
 

 
The LEA has not sufficiently 
developed or described a plan 
to modify current practices or 
policies in order to fully 
implement the selected 
intervention model(s).  
 
 
The plan does not sufficiently 
describe: 
 

1) Which policies or 
practices will be revised 

2) The process for revision 

3) A description of the 
intended revision and 
expected outcome 
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Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
viii. Sustain the reforms after 
the funding period ends 
 
SIG funding provided through 
this application must be 
expended by September 30, 
2011, unless the LEA intends 
to implement a waiver to 
extend the funding through 
September 30, 2013. The LEA 
must state whether it intends to 
implement a waiver to extend 
the funding period and identify 
the resources that will be used 
to sustain the selected 
intervention after the SIG 
funding period expires. 

 
The LEA indicates whether it 
intends to implement a waiver 
to extend the funding through 
September 30, 2013.  
 
 
The LEA has provided a clear 
and comprehensive plan for 
use of resources other than 
SIG funds to sustain selected 
intervention models and 
activities following expiration of 
the SIG funding period.  
 
 

 
The LEA indicates whether it 
intends to implement a waiver 
to extend the funding through 
September 30, 2013.  
 
 
The LEA has provided a basic 
plan for use of resources other 
than SIG funds to sustain 
selected intervention models 
and activities following 
expiration of the SIG funding 
period.  
 

 
The LEA may or may not 
indicate whether it intends to 
implement a waiver to extend 
the funding through September 
30, 2013.  
 
The LEA has not provided a 
complete plan for use of 
resources other than SIG 
funds to sustain selected 
intervention models and 
activities following expiration of 
the SIG funding period.  
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  Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
ix. Annual Goals for Student 
Achievement 
 

The LEA has established 
annual goals for student 
achievement on the State’s 
assessments in both 
reading/language arts (RLA) 
and mathematics that it will use 
to monitor each Tier I and Tier 
II school it commits to serve. 
 

Examples may include: 
 

 Making one year’s 
progress in RLA and 
mathematics 
 

 Reducing the percentage 
of students who are non-
proficient by 10% or more 
from the prior year 
 

 For students who are two 
or more years below grade 
level, accelerating their 
progress at a rate of two 
years academic growth in 
one school year 

 

Or meeting the LEA’s goals 
established in the State’s Race 
to the Top application 

 
The annual goals for student 
achievement are measurable, 
are based on the state’s 
assessments in RLA and 
mathematics, and are clearly 
identified for each school that 
the LEA commits to serve.  
 
The goals are realistic and 
reflect high expectations for 
improved student achievement, 
and are based on the needs of 
each school. 
 
The plan for monitoring the 
identified goals is clearly 
described, includes specific 
timelines and procedures, and 
identifies the personnel 
responsible for its 
implementation.  
 

 
The annual goals for student 
achievement are measurable, 
are based on the state’s 
assessments in RLA and 
mathematics, and are generally 
identified for each school that 
the LEA commits to serve.  
 
The goals are realistic, project 
improved student achievement, 
and are based on the needs of 
each school. 
 
 
The plan for monitoring the 
identified goals is described 
and includes clear 
implementation procedures.  
 

 
The annual goals for student 
achievement are not 
sufficiently identified for each 
school that the LEA commits to 
serve.  
 
 
 
The goals appear limited, 
project a minimal increase in 
student achievement, and/or 
are not based on the needs of 
each school. 
 
The plan for monitoring the 
identified goals is inadequate 
or is not provided. 
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Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
x. Serving Tier III Schools (if 
applicable) 
 
If applicable, the LEA has 
described services and 
activities that benefit each Tier 
III school the LEA commits to 
serve. 

 

The LEA has clearly described 
services and activities that 
benefit each Tier III school. 

The LEA has clearly described 
activities that reflect a direct, 
tangible, and substantial 
benefit to each Tier III school 
the LEA commits to serve.  

The LEA has provided 
references to verify that the 
services and activities are 
research based. The selected 
services and activities are 
clearly designed to meet the 
individual needs of each Tier III 
school the LEA commits to 
serve. 

 

The LEA has generally 
described services and 
activities that benefit each Tier 
III school. 

The LEA has generally 
described activities that reflect 
a direct, tangible, benefit to 
each Tier III school the LEA 
commits to serve.  

 

 

The LEA has not sufficiently 
described services and 
activities that benefit each Tier 
III school. 

The LEA has not clearly 
described activities that reflect 
a direct, tangible, benefit to 
each Tier III school the LEA 
commits to serve.  

 
 
 
 
  

 
  



Attachment 1 
Page 115 of 67 

 

Revised June 17, 2010     9/7/20103:33:16 PM 

Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
xi. Consultation with relevant 
stakeholders 
 
The LEA has described its 
process for consulting with 
relevant stakeholders, 
including parents, regarding 
the LEA’s application and 
solicited their input for the 
development and 
implementation of school 
improvement models in its 
participating Tier I and Tier II 
schools. 
 
Examples may include local 
board meetings, parent 
meetings, School Site Council 
meetings, school and/or district 
English Language Advisory 
Committee (ELAC), district 
advisory committee, and local 
bargaining unit meetings which 
indicate discussion of the 
LEA’s application. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
The LEA clearly identifies its 
process for consulting with 
relevant stakeholders 
regarding the LEA’s 
application. 
 
The LEA’s description 
demonstrates comprehensive 
consultation with relevant 
stakeholders regarding the 
LEA’s application, including 
local board meetings, parent 
meetings, School Site Council 
meetings, school and/or district 
English Language Advisory 
Committee (ELAC), district 
advisory committee, and local 
bargaining unit meetings.  
 
The LEA has provided minutes 
and agendas of meetings with 
relevant stakeholders 
regarding the LEA’s SIG 
application that recount the 
input obtained. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
The LEA identifies a general 
process for consulting with 
relevant stakeholders 
regarding the LEA’s 
application. 
 
The LEA’s description 
demonstrates consultation with 
relevant stakeholders 
regarding the LEA’s 
application, including parents 
and other stakeholders. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The LEA has described 
meetings with relevant 
stakeholders regarding the 
LEA’s SIG application, 
including a description of key 
stakeholder input that was 
incorporated in the LEA’s SIG 
application. 
 

 
 
 
 
The LEA does not clearly 
identify its process for 
consulting with relevant 
stakeholders regarding the 
LEA’s application. 
 
The LEA’s description does not 
adequately demonstrate 
consultation with relevant 
stakeholders regarding the 
LEA’s application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The LEA has not sufficiently 
described meetings with 
relevant stakeholders 
regarding the LEA’s SIG 
application. 
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Rubric – LEA SIG Application  

SIG Narrative Element Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 
xi. Consultation with relevant 
stakeholders (cont.) 
 
The LEA identifies which 
stakeholder recommendations 
have been used in the 
development of the LEA’s SIG  
have been used in the 
development of the LEA’s SIG 
implementation plan, and 
discusses stakeholder input not 
accepted, including a rationale 
for rejecting that input. 
 

 
 
 
The LEA has identified all 
significant stakeholder input, 
identifies input incorporated in 
the SIG implementation plan, 
discusses rejected input and 
provides a rationale for each 
rejected suggestion. 

 
 
 
The LEA has identified 
significant stakeholder input, 
identifies input incorporated in 
the SIG plan, and provides a 
rationale for each rejected 
suggestion. 
 

 
 
 
The LEA has not sufficiently 
identified significant 
stakeholder input; noted input 
incorporated in the SIG plan, or 
provided a rationale for each 
rejected suggestion.  
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Other SIG Application 
Components 

Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 

Implementation Chart(s) 
 
The LEA ‘s Implementation 
Chart(s) include actions and 
activities required to implement 
all aspects of the selected 
intervention model. 
 
 
 
 
 
The actions and activities listed 
are aligned with the needs 
analysis for the school. 
 
 
 
 

The costs of actions and 
activities listed are identified in 
the Projected Cost column   
 
 
 

 
A timeline of implementation is 
provided. 
 
 
 

The individual(s) who will be 
responsible for oversight and 
monitoring are indicated. 
 

 
 
The actions and activities are 
clearly stated, reasonable, 
research-based, and contain all 
required elements of the 
selected intervention model, 
including those that are already 
being implemented, and 
includes some permissible 
activities.  
 
The actions and activities listed 
are realistic and clearly aligned 
with the needs analysis of the 
school. The description 
includes references to specific 
aspects of the needs analysis.  
 

The costs of actions and 
activities listed are identified 
clearly and realistically based 
on current LEA costs and 
financial practices.  
 

 
The timeline is detailed, clear, 
contains specific dates, and the 
pacing appears to be brisk but 
reasonable. 
  
The individual(s) responsible 
for oversight are clearly 
indicated.  The distribution of 
responsibility is reasonable and 
realistic. 

 
 
The actions and activities are 
reasonable and contain all 
required elements of the 
selected intervention model, 
including those already being 
implemented. Activities reflect 
strategies likely to increase 
student achievement. 
 
 
The actions and activities listed 
are aligned with the needs 
analysis of the school. 
 
 
 
 

The costs of actions and 
activities listed are identified 
and are generally aligned with 
current LEA costs and financial 
practices. 
 
 

The timeline is clear and the 
pacing appears to be 
appropriate. 
 
 

The individual(s) responsible 
for oversight are indicated. 

 
 
The actions and activities are 
not clearly stated, may be 
unreasonable, and/or do not 
contain all required elements of 
the selected intervention 
model. Activities reflect 
strategies unlikely to increase 
student achievement 
 
 
The actions and activities listed 
are unrealistic and/or are not 
clearly aligned with the needs 
analysis of the school. 
 
 

 
The costs of actions and 
activities listed are not fully 
identified and/or do not appear 
to be generally aligned with 
current LEA costs and financial 
practices. 
 

The timeline is not clear, does 
not contain specific dates, 
and/or the pacing appears 
unreasonable 
 

The individual(s) responsible 
for oversight are not clearly 
indicated. 
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Other SIG Application 
Components 

Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 

Budgets 
 
The LEA projected budget is 
complete. 
 
 
 
 
 
The LEA budget narrative is 
complete. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The school projected budget(s) 
are complete. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The LEA projected budget is 
complete, expenditures are 
accurately classified by object 
code, the full term of the grant 
is covered, and totals by year 
are provided.  
 
The LEA budget narrative 
includes detailed information to 
describe LEA activities and 
costs associated with each 
object code. Budget items 
accurately reflect the actual 
cost of implementing the 
selected intervention models 
and other LEA activities 
described for each participating 
school are included. 
 
The school projected budget(s) 
are complete, expenditures are 
accurately classified by object 
code, the full term of the grant 
is covered, and totals by year 
are provided.  

 
 
The LEA projected budget is 
complete; expenditures are 
appropriately listed for the full 
term of the grant and totals by 
year are provided.  
 
 
The LEA budget narrative 
includes general information to 
describe LEA activities and 
costs associated with each 
object code. Budget items 
generally reflect the actual cost 
of implementing the selected 
intervention models and other 
LEA activities described for 
each participating school are 
included. 
 
The school projected budget(s) 
are complete; expenditures are 
appropriately listed for the full 
term of the grant, and totals by 
year are provided.  
 

 
 
The LEA projected budget is 
incomplete, expenditures are 
not accurately classified by 
object code, or the full term of 
the grant is not covered. 
 
 
The LEA budget narrative 
includes little information to 
describe LEA activities and 
costs associated with each 
object code. Budget items do 
not reflect the actual cost of 
implementing the selected 
intervention models and/or 
other LEA activities described 
for each participating school 
are not included. 
 
The school projected budget(s) 
are incomplete, expenditures 
are not accurately classified by 
object code, the full term of the 
grant is not covered, and/or 
totals by year are not provided. 
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Other SIG Application 
Components 

Strong (2 points) Adequate (1 point) Inadequate (0 points) 

Budgets (cont.) 
The school budget narrative(s) 
are complete. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The school and LEA budget(s) 
are aligned. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The school budget narrative(s) 
include detailed information to 
describe activities and costs 
associated with each object 
code. Budget items accurately 
reflect the actual cost of 
implementing the selected 
intervention models and other 
activities described for each 
participating school are 
included. 
 
The LEA and school budgets 
are clearly aligned and, taken 
together, fully describe 
appropriate expenditures of 
funds in all categories that are 
clearly sufficient to support the 
design, implementation and 
ongoing maintenance of the 
proposed SIG activities. The 
proposed expenditures reflect 
research-based strategies 
likely to increase student 
achievement. 

 
The school budget narrative(s) 
include general information to 
describe activities and costs 
associated with each object 
code. Budget items generally 
reflect the actual cost of 
implementing the selected 
intervention models and other 
activities described for each 
participating school are 
included. 
 
The LEA and school budgets 
are aligned and, taken 
together, adequately describe 
expenditures of funds in all 
categories of the proposed SIG 
activities. The proposed 
expenditures reflect strategies 
likely to increase student 
achievement. 
 

 
The school budget narrative(s) 
include little information to 
describe activities and costs 
associated with each object 
code. Budget items do not 
reflect the actual cost of 
implementing the selected 
intervention models and/or 
other activities described for 
each participating school are 
not included 
 
The LEA and school budgets 
are not clearly aligned, the LEA 
has not sufficiently described 
expenditures of funds in 
categories necessary to 
support proposed SIG 
activities, and/or proposed 
expenditures reflect strategies 
unlikely to increase student 
achievement 
 

Collaborative signatures 

The information on 
collaborative partners clearly 
indicates support of the SIG 
plan by the LEA and each 
participating school, parents, 
school advisory groups, the 
local bargaining unit, and other 
stakeholders.  

The information on 
collaborative partners indicates 
support of the SIG plan by the 
LEA and participating 
stakeholder groups. 

The information on 
collaborative partners indicates 
little, if any, support of the SIG 
plan by the LEA and 
participating stakeholder 
groups.  
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